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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Basie of the study.- According to Sandin1 1!1 doctoral 
dissertation, Social and Emotional Adjustment of Regularly 
1 Promoted and Non-Prom0ted Pupils , published in 1944, several 
million children in the United States have failed to win 
promotion once or more often during their elementary school 
careers. This study shows officially sanctioned failure on a 
large scale as based on a survey which Doctor Sandin made of 
elementary schools in seven large cities. 
The subject of the advantages and disadvantages of 
non-promotion has been considered from many points of view. 
According to all accounts, the immediate cause of a child's 
non-promotion is his failure to do the prescribed scholastic 
work. Obviously the question of what benefit, if any, a child 
derives from being retarded involves more than mere academic 
achievement. Non-promotion is a sort of official reminder 
to the pupil that he has failed in an aspect of his career, a 
fact which to many children is quite important. Moreover, 
a child who is held back academically continues to grow 1n 
1 
Adolph Sandin, Bureau of Publications, Teachers 
College, Columbia University, New York, 1944. 
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years, in Physical stature, and at least to some degree in his 
social aspirations and attitudes. This phase of the problem 
has received little attention 'tim::u@)l systeme.tic studies. 
Purpose of the study.- The purpose of this study is to 
verify Doctor Sandinfs findings by using his dissertation as 
a model, utilizing his techniques and procedures, and limiting 
, them to the scope of this plan. In his study, Doctor Sandin 
I 
I 
used children from the Wallingford, Connecticut public schools, 
choosing two classes from each grade level. Those classes 
were selected which possessed the highest number ot slow-progress 
,pupils and which were part of an eight-grade elementary school. 
He used 109 slow-progress and 198 regular-progress pupils in 
grades two through eight. The present study consists of two 
matched groups consisting of 103 non-promoted and 170 socially-
promoted children in one district of the Boston Public School 
System. The two groups have been matched, as nearly as 
possible, according to Intelligence Quotient, Mental Age, 
physical well being, cultural heritage, and family background. 
The present study proposes: (1) to deal with some 
!characteristics of social adjustment, behavior, and attitudes 
': of non-promoted children as compared with their socially-
promoted classmates, (2) to appraise ·some of the benefits and 
disadvantages of non-promotion in view of the similarities 
and differences noted, and also, in view of the opinions held 
by teachers and administrators regarding values of grade 
failure, and (3) to verify Sandin's findings as applicable to 
-3-
1two schools making up one district of the Boston Public School 
,System. 
2 
t 
In general, Sandin 1 s findings indica.te that non-promotion 
contributes to bringing about a situation in which the 
differences between the regularly-promoted children and their 
slow-progress classmates constituted a barrier to good social 
relations. It was found that non-promotion, in effect, placed 
the slow-progress children with classmates who for the most 
part were younger and less mature. In addition, differences 
in interests, behavior, and likes and dislikes were noted be-
tween them. These dissimilarities contributed to bringing 
about a cleavage between the progree-s groups when they selected 
friends from their own classes. The differences between the 
progress groups as to attitudes and feelings disclosed that the 
general outlook of the slow-progress pupils toward school and 
school life was not as favorable or as indicative of a happy . 
adjustment as that of their normal-progress classmates. Many 
of them wished to quit school ana. many were easily discouraged 
1 
or considerably worried about their future school progress. · 
Plan and limitations of the study.- The plan of the 
I 
study was dependent on an attempt to answer specific questions 
which, in a sense, also provided limitations. Are non-promoted 
children well adjusted socially in their present classes? For 
~ example, do their classmates seek them out as friends or as 
1 study companions? How do the pupils who have experienced non-
2 
Ibid. 
II 
I 
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promotion feel toward school? According to the opinions of 
classmates as well as teachers, wha t behavior cha~acteristics do 
the non-promoted children exhibit? Are these characteristics 
different from those exhibited by pupils who ha ve been socially-
promoted? What implications do answers to questions such as 
these have as to grade placement of children and as to the 
1
advisabili ty or non-advis ability of a policy of non-promotion 
,I 
1or a policy of social-promotion or of both? 
A preliminary step in the i nve s tigation involved be-
coming a cqua inted v1i t h many of the characteristics of social 
adjustment, behavior, and attitudes exhibited by pupils in the 
I 
clas s room and on the playground. Observations in the classrooms 
and interviews with children, parents, and te achers aided in 
part to provide such an acquaintanceship, especially with those 
cha racteristics which appeared to differentiate the social ly-
promoted children from the non-promoted child ren. Additional 
I 
' insights were gained from a survey of the literature on promotion 
I 
1
and from child development studies bearing on social and 
!,emotional growth. In addition, the direct experience of the 
investigators' ye a rs as te achers in elementa ry scho ols provided 
'Valuable leads. 
Accordingly, one of t h e f irst steps in the plan was 
I' 
lconcerned with selecting the cha r acteris tics to be studied. 11 
These, in the main, were chos en from those noted in the prelimi- 1 
nary explorations. However, aside from the inve stigators' 
judgement other f actors opera ted to influence and limit the 
II -5-
!selections. Probably the most urgent of these was a desire to 
"choose characteristics on which information could be secured 
I 
Jl by pupils in the company of classmates as, for example, 
I 
I 
quarrelsomeness, selfishness, bullying, and boastfulness. 
1 Behaviors presumably troublesome to teachers were also included, 
I 
" such as inattentiveness, daydreaming, impertinence, and lack of 
·
1 perserverence and emotional stability. In addition, traits 
regarded by mental hygienists as highly symptomatic of maladjust-
"ment, according to a study by Wickman3, were considered in 
I 
making the selections. 
3 
E.K.Wickman, Children's Behavior and Teacher's 
Attitudes, The Commonwealth Fund, New York, 1929, p. 138-142. 
II 
t 
I 
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The instruments and techniques used in obtaining the 
data were formulated as the investigation expanded and as 
characteristics were selected for study. The instruments in-
cluded sociometric tests and a teacher questionnaire or check 
1 list. The procedures are discussed in detail in Chapter III 
and also in connection with the findings. To some extent the 
limitations imposed by the use of group techniques were offset 
by many interviews and observations. These latter methods 
lmade it possible to gain insights into the children's school 
life that aided to substantiate the findings. Further, the 
int erviews permitted the opportunity to talk with children in 
an informal and matter of fact fashion. The time factor, 
however, was the greatest restriction to extensive use of these 
methods. 
CHAPTER II 
HISTORICAL ASPECTS OF PROMOTION, THEORIES OF PUPIL PROGRESS, 
.AJ.'JD CURHENT S TATUS OF NON-PROMOTION AND S OCIAL 
P ROMOTION PRACTICES 
Historical Aspect~.- The following presentation of the 
h istorical aspects of promotion, of progress policies consistent 
I 
with opposing t h eories of elementa~ education, and of the 
curr ent sta tus of non-promotion and social-promotion is intended 
I 
f or the re ader who may wish a brief orienta tion in the back-
ground of the problem. 
In t h e earliest colonial schools, pupils from six to 
sixteen years of age, of all sizes, shapes, and degre es of 
I 4 
educational achievement, were ga thered together in one room. 
I 
on the master's favorite subjects. There is little evidence i n 
1~he literature of te aching in this period tha t the early master 
was a lecturer lll.rho expounded freely. Quite the opposite 
I 
.I 4 
1 E.P.Cubberley, History of Education, Houghton Mifflin p ompany, Boston, 1920, p. 756-57. 
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appears to be true. Instruction was an individual matter with 
a heterogeneous class group, and making assignments and hearing 
!recitations occupied the major share of the school day. 5 
I 
ll As enrollment in the colonial schools increased, the 
ltask of hearing the recitations of all pupils in the one room 
I 
1became too great, and ushers or assistants were employed to aid 
the master. Cubberley6describes the evolution of the graded 
" !!elementary school and cites the Boston schools as an example. 
I 
1As early a.s 1818 Boston sepa.rated the younger children, ages 
I 
4-7 years, into a dame school, with the older students grouped 
into a grammar school. For the purposes of segregation it was 
designed that, 11 No youth shall be sent to the Grammar Schools 
unless they shall have learned in some other wa,y to read the 
I 
rEngl1sh language by spelling the same. 711 What constituted 
reading is implied by the statement, 11 That the pupils in each of 
rthe schools shall be arranged into four class; viz, Those who 
I 
5 
E.H.Reisner, The Evolution of the Common School, 
Macmillan Company, New York, 1930, p. 312-13. 
6 
E.P.Cubberley, Publie Education in the United States, 
1Houghton Mifflin Company, Boston, 1934, p. 300-15. 
II 
II 7 
1 J.M. Wightman, Annals of the Boston Primary School 
I 
I 
!I 
, Committee, George C. Rand and Avery, City Printers, Boston, 1860, 
p. 9-10. 
,I 
ii I 
-9-
1read in the Testament shall be in the First Class, those in 
. easy reading, in t h e Second Class; those who spell in ·. two or 
more syllables, in the Third Class; those learning their letters 
:and monosyllables, in the Fourth Class; and tha t the books 
,, 
8 I be the s ame in every school, for e a ch pupil there after entering. • 
· Here, then, was a differentiation of the school curriculum 
accord ing to school divisions, with a promotion plan based on 
cle a rly defined st andards. I 
l1 Responsibility for much of the rapid growth of the 11 
1graded school can be attributed to the influences of s uch early 
American educators as Ca lvin Stowe, Henry Barnard, and Hora ce 
segrega tion in the Prussian schools. This stimulated the 
thinking of school men and school committees. Horace Mann had 
previously suggested the need for school buildings with rooms 
designed to facilit a te classification. The arguments of economy, 
efficiency, and ease of classification backed the idea of one 
1
teacher to a grade and one grade per year, until by 1861 practicT 
ally all communities had adopted all or part of the Prussian 
I' 
system, despite the objections and criticisms r a ised by some 
educators of the period. Cubberley9lists twenty-eight cities 
11 that between 1820 and 1860 established some form of graded 
system in their schools. Eventually, each school grade 
II 
;I 
II 
.I 
8 
Ibid, p.46. 
9 
E.P.Cubberley, Public Education in the United States, 
Houghton Mifflin Company, Boston,- 1934, p. 307-09. 
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signified a level of achievement. Subject matter was parceled 
out by grades, the . t eachers·_· taught by mass-method procedure, 
examinations were devised to measure the quantity of learning, 
and administrative machinery rigidly enforced standards. Non-
promotion was freely regarded as both punishment and cure for 
all who failed to attain the prescribed level. 
The high rate of pupil failures which accompanied the 
strict adherance to grade standards during the middle and the 
latter part of the 1800's incurred the strenuous objections of 
a group of educators who desired to abolish the rigid examina-
tion procedures of the Prussian system. This small group 
gained followers, and the impact af their thinking started a 
general movement of administrative reorganization. Accordingly, 
schemes for quarterly, semi-annual, and annual promotion were 
proposed and in turn defended and criticized, until in time they 
became practice as well as gospe110• Other practices designed 
to reduce school failure were represented by pri,•ate coaching, 
by the rapid promotion of bright pupils, by the assistant 
teacher for the purpose of giving individual help to the less 
capable, by the Cambridge Plan which divided the school into 
two sections-one for the slower learning pupils and the other 
for the more intellectually able, -and by the special ungraded 
10 
J.A.Lindsay, Annual and Semi-Annual Promotion, with 
Snecial Reference to the Elementa!X School, Contributions to 
Education, No. 570, Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, 
Columbia University, New York, 1933, p. 202-11. 
room for the unruly or handicapped. 
In general, these reorganization attempts were aimed 
essentially at accelerating the bright pupils and giving major 
attention to the slower learners. No doubt they were an 
improvement over the earlier schoolmaster's practices based 
on the assumption that all pupils of the same age had the same 
ability, and tha t ohly the birch rod was required to bring it 
forth; but it is unfortunate tha t this advance was made at the 
expense of the more capable pupils who were hurried through 
school or left to fend for themselves as attention was 
centered on their slower-learning classmates. 
On the other hand, those who were opposed to the trend 
to reduce non-promotion viewed each grade as representing a 
definite amount of subject sequence to be mastered, and some 
even mainta ined that pupils should not be promoted if they 
were deficient even in only one subject. Examinations were 
advoca ted as .a means of determining which individuals in a 
class had failed to meet the standards, and the threat of non-
promotion was freely used to stimulate effort. 
As school reorgani~ation continued, the conflict be-
tween the trends became more marked. Those who advocated grade 
standards and non-promotions continued to strengthen their 
positions by deta iled analysis and organization of the social 
heritage into a log ical subject matter sequence to be parceled 
out by grades in accordance with the maturity of children. In 
like manner, the trend to reduce non-promotion was strengthened 
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by the cumulation of information on charact'eristics of child 
growth, on child needs, and on means of adapting the curriculum 
to varying abili tie's. Failures and miet.B.kes were a desirable 
a~pect of learning to those who were identified with this latter 
1 trend, but to the proponents of group standards, failures were. 
ignominious and warranted criticism, punishment, and often 
non-promotion. 
The attempts previous to 1900 to reduce non-promotion 
rates have continued, and many of the plans · developed at a 
later date have evolved from the earlier ideas and practicee. 
For example, the emphasis on specie~ attention for the slow-
learners as provided for in the past by priva te coaching and by 
assistant teachers has its counterpart in the more recent 
Batavia Plan with its provisions for assistant teachers to 
coach these individuals, in the supervised study plan with Class 
work divided into three periods, and in the Denver Plan, which 
originally stressed the needs of the more capable pupils. Also, 
the idea of ability grouping was earlier expressed in the 
Cambridge Plan and later carried over to the ability sectioning 
as practiced in the Portland Plan, the Norfolk (Virginia) Plan, 
and the A B C Pla.n. 
To give a classification and detailed description of 
all the plans which provide for special promotion proeedures 
would be too difficult and too lengthy to undertake here. Even 
·that would not suffice for a complete discussion since the 
development of the modern testing program, curriculum experimen-
-1'3-
tation, newer guidance practices, and other innovations and 
discoveries are inseparably linked to the history of promotion. 
However, a few of the more notable plP.JlS which have distinguish-· 
ing features of their own should be mentioned. Among these 
dependent on the use of examinations as a means of determining 
promotion ~re the Winnetka Plan, with its requirement that 
e ach pupil master a g iven work unit before proceeding to the 
next, the Dalton Plan with similar requirement for mastery 
of individual contracts, the Morrison Technique with division 
of subject · into learning units, each to be mastered in turn, 
~nd the departmentalized organization with promotion by subject. 
A plan designed to use the entire year for the purposes 
of education was inaugurated in Gary, Indiana. It offered an 
·opportunity for pupils to keep abreast of their work by 
taking advantage of vaca,tion periods. A modification of the 
Gary Plan, the Platoon School, grouped pupils according to 
ability and promoted them from one subject to the next. The 
rapid promotion of bright pupils, trial promotion, the ungraded 
class, and the practice of varying work units to mee~ the 
pupil's ability are examples of other techniques employed to 
provide for individual differences and the failing pupil. 
Theories of pupil progress.- Two theories of pupil 
progress are evident from the many promotion procedures. One 
theory, the grade standard theory, contends that pupils must 
master the allotted amount for each quarterly, semi-annual, 
or annual school term. This theory is one of two stated in 
..::l4-
-
the Ninth Yearbook of the Department of Superintendence: 
The elementa ry sch ool is an institution which takes 
children of varying physical and intell ectual capacities 
who a re approximately six ye ars of age, and requires them 
to re a ch cert a in mihimum standards of education accomplish-
ment before they are promoted to the junior high school. 
Unless they are of average ability or above, this may 
involve seven, eight, or more yes.rs of attendance in the 
elementary school; and promotion to juniff high school at 
the age of thirteen, fourteen, or older. 
The other theory, a theory of equal educational 
opportunity, is accepted by those who hold the concept: 
!he elementary school is an institution which takes 
children of varying physical and intellectual capacities 
who are approximately six years of age, and for six 
ye a rs off ers them t he educa tional opportunities which 
seem best suited to their needs. They get what t hey can, 
and when they are approximately twelve years of age they 
are promoted to the junior high school. If they h ave 
shown themselves to be above average in ability, t h ey 
may even be promoted at an ea rlier age.l2 
The former theory is upheld in practice by the admin-
is t r a tion of policies b ased on (1) minimum grade standards, 
(2) major and minor subject requirements, (3) amount of effort 
expended by the child, and (4) any combination of the preceding 
bases in add.ition to consideration given to physical size, 
social maturity, age, and other factors. The latter theory ie 
in harmony with a policy of continual progress. However, 
theory and administra tive policy are not always in juxt aposition, 
and numerous examples of inconsistencies between them are 
perceptible. 
11 
National Education Association, Department of 
Superintendence, Ninth Ye arbook, Five Unifying Factors in 
American Education, Washington, D.C., 1931, p. 79. 
12Ibid. 
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Current sta tus of non-promotion practices versus 
social-promotion practi~.- The status of more recent non-
promotion practices has been described by Caswe1113in his study. 
Progress st a tistics reported for the period 1929-1931 from 
seven large cities ranged from 2.3 to 16.7 per cent of the 
children non-promoted annually. In most studies ... of rates of 
non-promotion in city school systems, it is estimated that an 
average annual rate of 10 per cent prevails. 
Of the gre a t number of annual and biennial public 
school reports published by cities and by st ate education de-
partments: since 1935, few list t he cumulative or yearly non-promo-
tion statistics. The available · sta tistics are t abulated as 
follows: 
Sta.tes 
Arizona 
Alabama 
Delaware 
Florida 
Maryland 
N.Carolina 
Oklahoma 
13 
School Year Elementary School Progress Percenta.ges 
1938-39 6.7 ~on-promoted · 
1934-35 
1940-41 
1940-41 
1938-39 
1934-45 
1935-36 
60.9 cumulative non-promotion(ruralwhite) 
37.3 cumulative 11 11 (urbanwhite) 
9.8 non-promoted (white) 
· 17.8 11 11 (Negro) 
36.5 cumul ative non-promoted (white) 
56.9 11 11 II 11 4 11 (Be gro) 
11.1 cumulative non-promotion · (white) 
18.4 11 II 11 II (Negro} 
37.7 over-age for grade (white) 
46.5 11 11 11 11 (Negro) 
54.? cumule.tive slow-progress (white} 
74.7 # 11 11 II (Negro) 
H.L.Caswell,Non-Promoyion in Elementary Schools, 
Field Studies, No. 4, George Peabody College for Teachers, 
Nashville, Tenn., 1933. 
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States School Ye a r Elementary School Progress Percentages 
S.Ca.rolina 1939-40 10.4 cumulative slow progress ( wh ite) 
8.9 II II II II (Negro) 
Tennessee 1937-38 12.0 non-promoted (white) 
15.8 II II (Ne gro) 
Texas 1937-38 43.8 cumul a tive non-promotion (white) 
66.2 II II II II (Negro) 
Virginia ~· 1940-41 10.1 non-promoted (white) 
15.0 II II ( Negro ) 
Cities School Year Elementary School Progress Percentage 
Boston,Mass. 1936-37 8.9 non-promoted 
Bethlehem,Pa. 1935-36 14.8 non-promoted 
Evansville, Ind. ' 1935-36 
Hartford,Conn. 1935-36 
New York, N.Y. 1936-37 
Newark,N.J. 1939-40 
Pittsburgh,Pa. 1939-40 
Rutherford, N.J.l935-36 
50.0 cumul a.tive non-promotion in one-
third of the elementary schools. 
37.2 cumulative non-promotion 
37.2 cumulative non-promotion 
30.6 cumul ative non-promotion 
35.4 over-age for gr ade 
12.0 over-age in the elementa ry schooB 
33.0 cumulative non-nromotion in the 
junior high school~4 
The foregoing percentages are sufficient to emphasize 
the p revalence of the non-promoted pupil. Moreove r , the 
represent a tiveness of the percentages is somewhat increased when 
1 t is noted that the cities are in sta tes other than those in-
eluded in the state tabulations. 
14 
Adolph Sandin, ob. cit, p. 10-11. 
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The promotion statistics given in the introduction of 
report were based on the f oregoing findings and on t h e fact 
, that there were ap:Jrox ima tely 19, 141,140 children in g r ades 1-8 
during the school ye ars 1937-38.19 Although it is not a.dvis able 
I 
to generalize f or the nation as a wh ole from such a small 
sampling, it is obvious that the r a tes of non-promotion are 
subst an t ial enough to lend emphasis to the assumption that 
problems as s ociated with promotion are sufficiently widespread 
' 
to concern many children, teachers, school administrators, 
parents, and others. 
Causes of non-promotion.- A survey of the studies on the 
re a sons for grade f a ilure shows tha t the most common re ason is 
f a ilu re to meet standards in a cademic subject. Investie;ations 
designed to discover the causes which contribute to such failure 
have been conducted by Percival15 , Adams16, Lafferty17, Ot t o18, 
15 
W.P.Percival,A Study of the Causes and Sub j ect of 
School Failure, Contributions to Education, No. 41, Bureau of 
Publica tions, Tea chers College, Co l umbia University, New York,l926. 
I 
II 15 
W.L.Adams, Why Tea chers Say They Fail Pupils, Education-
al Administra tion and Supervision, 18: 594-600, Nov. 1932. 
17 . 
H. M.Lafferty,A Study of the Reasons for Pupil Failures 
in High School, Educational Administration and Supervision, 24: 
360-36?, May, 1938. 
18 
H.J.Otto, Elementary School Organiza tion and Adminis-
tration, D.Appleton-Century Company, New York, 1934. 
19 
United States Off ice of Education,Statistics of State 
School Systems, 1937-38, Biennial Survey of Education in the 
Un1_ted States, Bulletin No. -2, WashingtonJ l .• C., 19~0, p.l3. __ _ 
I 
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Among the ca.uses most frequently listed by 
these studies are lack of application, slow learning rate, poor 
health, physical defects, irregular attendance, mental ~naturity, 
mental deficienc~, laziness, indifference, carelessness, weak 
academic background, excessive transferring from school to school, 
and unwise administrative practices. 
Claimed values of non-promotion,.- The claimed values of 
21 
non-promotion have been reported in an investigation by Otto • 
In reports from fifty-two principals, the following values of 
non-promotion fo~ the pupil were advanced: 
(l)Assures mastery of the subject matter 13 
(2)Disciplines the lazy child 11 
(3)Has no value 11 
(4)Adjusts the immature child 9 
(5)Helps retrieve losses due to absence 4 
(6)Gives the dull child more time 3 
(7)Maintains the morale or standards 1 
Most research on promotion has aimed to determine the 
validity of these express ed va~ues. Although there are dis-
crepancies among the findings, a survey of the greater number of 
investiga tions bears out the following general conclusions: 
(1) mastery of subJect matter is not assured by non-promotion; 
(2) slow learning rate is not helped by repetition of a grade; 
(3) non-promotion has little value for disciplinary purposes and 
for maintaining mora,le or standards; (4) the average child can 
20 
J. Miller, Causes of Fail ure and Success in School, 
Educational Method, 10: 327-333, March, 1931. 
21 
H.J.Otto, ob. cit. 
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make up more work than is commohly assumed if he is given the 
opportunity and some individual aid. 
Moreover, it seems reasonable to assume that non-promo-
tion either as a cure or as a punishment will not serve to 
alleviate poor health conditions or physical defects. On the 
other hand, although the number of studies with the following 
conclusions are limited, it has been found that retarded groups 
made about the same progress as trial groups, and that the 
majority of children profited in their work from repeating a 
grade. For a compilation of the research studies relating to 
caus es, cla imed values, and the validity of those values for 
non-promotion, the reader is referred to a report by Saunders, 
22 Promotion or Failure for the Elementary School Pupil. 
Effects of non-promotion and social-promotion.- What are 
the personal and social effects of non-promotion and social-
promotion? Even through controlled experimental procedures it 
would be exceedingly difficult to determine the direct results 
of these practices. Nevertheless, this question has received 
the attention of laymen and professional educators alike to the 
extent that much literature is available which both praises and 
condemns non-promotion and social-promotion.on the basis of 
opinions and assump.tions regarding their effects. In a recent 
study by Sandin he states, "The total findings in this study 
combined to show that the slow-progress children in general were 
22 
C.Saunders,Promotion or Failure for the ElementarY 
School Pu-oil, Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia 
University, New York, 1941. 
• 
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less favorably adjusted socially in their class groups than 
23 
were their classmates." 
-~=-= 
24 It is cle,imed by Wilson that newer elementary education 
25 practices are designed to coddl e the child, and Tildsely is of 
the opinion that abolition of non-promotion practices is a step 
in this direction since it removes a mesns of developing in the 
pupil a sense of responsibility for his acts. 26 Goodman further 
points out the need for pe rfect performance and adherance to 
grade standards. Other investigators claimed that non-promotion 
is not so tragic as is supposed, and that pupils in a majority 
of cases do profit from repeating a grade to the extent that 
they develop new confidence, they become more stable emotionally, 
their attitudes towa rd school activities are brightened, and 
they are much happier as a result of readjustment. 
23 
Adolph Sandin, ob. cit., p. 135 
24 
L. Wilson, "Training or CoddlingV School and Society, 
42:742-744. 
25 
Tildsley, New York Sun, as quoted by McAndrews, 
11 Service or Sieve", School and Society,42:609, 1935. 
26 
J.N.Goodman, 11 The Importance of Perfect Performance", 
Journal of the National Education Association, 28:9-10, Jan.,1939 • 
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Still other writers a re confident that non-promotion is 
an undesirable experience fo r a chi ld s ince it is cla i med that 
it is often accompanied by an imposed change of school associe.te~7 , 
by a change from f avorable to unf avorable attitudes towa.rd the 
school2~ and by humiliation and resentfulness that lead to un-
desirable behaviors2: It also h as been maint ained that the 
pra ctice of non-promotion reflect s t he s chool's inability to 
adapt the curriculum to the abilities, needs, and interests of 
the child. · 
A survey of case studies of failing and s low-progress 
children as conducted by clinical psycholog ists, research 
workers, and teachers substantiates to some extent these opinions. 
Investigations revealed that failure is often as s ociated with 
loss of confidence, behavior and pers onality difficulties, un-
cles irable attitudes, and general unhappiness. Tenenbaum39 in an 
investigation of the uncontrolled expressions of children's 
attitudes toward school, reported responses which indica ted that 
children who were older and bigger than their classmates were 
unhappy in school. 
27 
B.B.Robinson, "Failure is too Costly for the School 
Child", Parent's Magazine, 11:22-23, 55, January,l936. 
28 
Carleton Washburne,Introduction, National Society for 
the Study of Education, 38th Yearbook, Child Development and the 
Curriculum, Public School Publishing Co., Bloomington, !11.,1939. 
29 -
E.S .Farley, "Regarding Repeaters 11 , Sad Effects of' 
F'ailure upon the Child, The Nationa 1 s Schools, 18:37-39, Oct.,l933. 
f 
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Otto states that an analysis of the articles dealing 
·lwith failures listed in the Educational Index for four years 
(1931-35) revealed not a single objective study which had at-
1tempted to ascertain the results of non-promotion in terms of 
' 
the welfare of children. It also e.ppe a rs true that there are 
few comparative studies which explore and appraise the character-
istics of social adjustment, behavior, and attitudes associated 
with a group of non-promoted children and their regular-progress 
32 . 
classmates. In a report pub1isheo. in 1941, Anfinson compared 
two matched groups of Junior high school pupils as to personality 
differences. Of slow-progress pupils, 116 were paired with 
normal-progress pupils on the basis of school attendance, sex, 
chronblag ical age, intelligence, and socio-economic status. The 
Symonds~Block Student Questionnaire and the Bell School Inven-
tories were used to measure personality adjustment. Although 
the findings indicated slight but not reliable differences be-
tween the groups, with more unfavorable personality characteris-
30 
S.Tenenbaum, "Uncontrolled Expressions of Children's 
Attitudes Toward School, Elementary School Journal, 40:670-678, 
May, 1940. 
31 
H.J.Otto, 11 Promotion Policies and Practices in the 
Elementary Schools 11 , Educational Monograph, No. 5, Educational 
Test Bureau, Minneapolis, 1935. 
32 
R.D.Anfinsoh, "School Progress and Pupil Adjustment 11 , 
The Elementary School Journal,41:507-514, March, 1941. 
l 
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tics reflected by the repeaters, the author concluded: -- -=---
This investigation has served as a step in procuning 
evidence which renders questionable the validity of the present-
day policy of reducing or eliminating non-promotion in the 
schools. The statement has often been made that failure is ex-
tremely destructive in the case of a given child because of the 
irreparable damage to his personality and because of the 
development of undesirable attitudes and inferiority complexes. 
The findings of this study indicate that, because of the apparently 
variable effects of non-promotion on different individuals, sweep-
ing statements of this kind should be modified; for, as will be 
rece~led, poorly-adjusted and well-adjusted punils were found in 
both the non-repeater and the repe ater groups.33 
In another study conducted by McElwee34three groups were 
examined-an accelerated group, a normal progress group, and a 
slow-progress group. The groups were examined and compared on 
seven personality traits on the b asis of t e acher ratings. Findings 
indicated that the slow-progress children exhibited behavior of 
a kind most troublesome to teachers. Haggerty•s35 investigation 
provides further evidence on this point, as it was found from an 
analysis of behavior of 800 elementary school children that those 
who were over-age for their grade showed definitely higher 
amount of undesirable behavior than was recorded for children 
1who were a t normal age or under-age for their grade placement. 
33 
Ibid, p. 513. 
34 
E. W. McElwee, 11 A Comparison of Persqnality Tra its of 
300 Accelerated,Normal,and Retarded Children", Journal of 
'Educational Research, 26:31-34, September, 1932. 
35 
M.E.Haggerty, 11 The . Incidence of Undesirable Behavior 
in Public School Children", Journal of Educational Research, 
12:102-122, September, 1925. 
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It should be pointed that the undesirable characteris-
tics attributed to the slow-progress children may have been 
present before non-promotion and again they might have occurred 
if the pupil had not been retarded. It is difficult to deter-
mine cause and effect relationships; however, in a de linquen.cy 
case study Stryker36traced the difficulties back to continual 
demotions and classroom failures. When pra ise and success 
were subs tituted, the subject gained an entirely different out-
look on life. Meek37found that a number of teachers felt that 
after non-promotion they must combat an antagonism built up 
by the home and the pupil against school; the pupil usually be-
comes morbidly sensitive or bra zenly indifferent and the 
repeater is usually a quitter. In the writer's opinion, case 
studies will add much to the question which still prevails.re-
garding the numerous effects of non-promotion and the values 
of social-promotion. 
36 
S.B.Stryker, 11Undergrading as a Cause of Delinquency", 
School and Society, 26: 821-822, December 24, 1927. 
3? 
C.S.Meek, 11 A Study in Retardation and Acceleration", 
' Elementary School Journal,l5:423, April, 1915. 
CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURES 
Location of this study.--Determining the location of 
this study was comparatively easy. At first, it wa.s proposed to 
make a complete study of the entire Boston School System on this 
problem, but this proved to be too large an undertaking for the 
investigators. Many school administra ·tors were loathe to grant 
permission to have the experiment conducted in their schools. 
Also, the promotion or non-promotion of each child is mainly on 
the word of the classroom teacher with the consent of the 
principal . It was suggested that the investigators limit the 
study to one district, comprising two schools, of the Boston 
Public School System. The district chosen was made up of two 
schools, which we shall call A and B respectively. School A 
consisted of the primary grades including approximately 225 
pupils distributed throughout three first grades, three second 
grades, and three third grades. School B consisted of the 
i1.ntermediate grades including approximately 336 pupils distri-
buted throughout three fourth grades, three fifth grades, and 
three sixth g~ades. These schools are within walking distance 
of each other. 
Since the investigators had personal contact with the 
I 
teachers, a more comprehensive st~dy was possible. The prin-
\ -
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cipal and teachers gave complete cooperation; records were 
readily available which provided much background material. 
' Initially, Grade One was to be included in this study, but due 
to a new policy, the non-promoted first gra.ders were grouped 
together in one class. Therefore, they did not fit in with the 
study. Th'e "'·present study includes grades two through six 
consisting of 103 non-promoted pupils, 170 socially promoted 
pupils, and 288 regularly promoted pupils with the total of 
561 pupils. 
Factors which influenced this choice of location were: 
first, the general practice of non-promotion in the schools; 
second, the willingness of the principal to have the study con-
ducted; third, the relative stability of the school population; 
. . and, fourth, the freedom granted for investigation within the 
schools. 
Backgr~~d of the pupils.--The children used in this 
experiment were in the majority first generation Americans. 
The parents of a majority of the pupils were born in Italy and 
migrated to the United States. The behavior and chara.cteristics 
of many of the children reflect this background. 
Bilingualism is common among many of the children. 
The youngsters spes~ Italian at home, and English in school. 
This practice presents a handics.p in learning to read and in 
I 
doing other school work. In recent years, there has been an 
influx of children directly from Italy into these schools. 
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uted equally· amorgthe non-promoted, socially promoted, and reg-
ularly promoted children. In several instances, these parents 
so newly arrived in the United States, keep the children at 
home after school hours, thus partially prohibiting their young 
children from mingling with other children and from learning 
English. The teachers were surprised to find a lack of inter-
est by these children in wanting to learn the language of their 
adopted country. They ree.dily learn to understand this new 
langua.ge, but do not have a desire to speak it. In the over-
crowded classes, mainly consisting of forty pupils per class, 
it i s dif f icult for the teachers to give time for the extra 
work they need. 
The parents of these children are employed in 
unskilled and semi-skilled work which includes industrial and 
construction work. With single sessions, many of the mothers 
have found employment also. In some cases the father s show no 
obvious employment, and the mothers appear to be the main sup-
port of the family. With this situa t ion, the children lack 
suf f icient supervision. Many are al one on the st r e et s until a 
parent r e t urns from work or elsewhe r e, usually around dinner 
time. Ma ny of the children come f r om homes broken by divorce, 
desertion, or legal sepa ration which h a s a great influence on 
the children and their school work. Most of the children's 
Intellig ence Quotients r ange between 90-110. 
The families live in a lower socio-economic class 
section of the city. As far as can be ascertained, the income 
levels f all into the $20~0-$25go. ~nge.~ In ~Eite of this, ~igh 
, 
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priced cars are prevalent 1n many families, the majority have 
televi sion sets, and many children take p iano or dancing lessons. 
' This maybe an isolated incident, but in one class three chil-
I 
!I 
dren have colo r television sets 1n their homes. The invest!-
gators have also noted many large expensive automobiles among 
the cars which come to pick up the children after school. 
TABLE I 
NUMBER OF NON-PROMOTED, SOCIALLY PROMOTED, AND 
REGULARLY PROMOTED PUPILS BY CLASSES AND 
BY GRADES IN SCHOOLS A ~ND B 
Progress Gr~:des 
Gttoups Classes* ~ 3 4 5 6 Total 
A 6 4 11 10 8 
Non- B 5 5 5 8 9 
Promoted c 7 4 7 9 5 
·-
Sub Total 18 13 23 27 22 103 
A 12 11 9 10 15 
Socially B 11 11 10 12 15 
Promoted 0 9 9 14 14 8 
Sub Total 32 31 33 36 38 170 
-
A 21 25 14 16 17 
Regularly B 22 16 21 12 17 
Promoted 0 22 25 19 14 27 
Sub Total 65 66 54 42 61 288 
Sum Total 115 110 110 105 121 561 
*Each grade level consists of three classes. 
Method of selectioQ.--An age-grade progress survey of 
the pupil population of the two elementary schools was made pre-
liminary to the selection of the subjects. As illustrated by 
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Table I, fifteen classes consisting of three cla~ses from each 
grade l evel were used. There were 100 non-promoted pupils, 170 
socially promoted pupils, and 288 regularly promoted pupils. 
The total number of pupils in schools A and B is 561. 
TABLE 2 
DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJEC 'rS ACCORDING 
TO GRADE-PROGRESS S'l'ATUS 
Grades 2 3 4 5 
.1.-lumber of pupils now 
repeating a grade 4 1 8 7 
.No. o~ pupils at each grade 
level who have previously 
repeated a grade. 
Repeated one grade 14 12 13 12 
Repeated two or more grades 0 0 2 8 
-
Total number of non-promoted 18 13 23 27 
Number of socially promoted 32 31 33 36 
Total number af subjects 50 44 56 63 
6 Total 
5 25 
6 57 
11 21 
22 103 
38 170 
60 273 
Number and promotion status.--During the period of in-
Testigation from Sept.,l954, to June 1955, all the children were 
included in all phases of the investigation. If a pupil was 
absent during part of the sociometric studies, one of the in-
vestigators would giTe the sociogram to the pupil at a later 
date. The distribution of these children as to grade level and 
number of non-promotions is shown. in Table 2. 
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~Grade Status.-- The age-grade distribution or the 
non-promo t ed and the socially promoted children is shown in 
Table 3. The criteria for determining their age-grade status 
were ba sed on the permissiTe first grade entrance age, 5.6 years. 
Thus age limits for grades one to six were assumed to be ap-
proximately 5.6years to 6.5 years, 6.6 years to 7 .5 years, etc. 
La t e school e~trance and prolonged periods o!' ll l ness were 
- factors which contribut ed. to 1ihe overage of' some r egul ar pro-
gress pupil s. Thos e whose ages were below the normal grade 
expectancy nad entered early or transferred from other systems. 
Th ali moali children who we r e non-promo ~ eQ were over- age f or t heir 
g rade is to be expected. In some instances non-promoted pupils 
were as much as fo~r or fiTe years older than their classmates. 
TABLE 3 
AGE- GRADE STA.TU.S OF THE NON-PROMO'I'ED, SOCIALLY 
PROMOTED , AND RE:;GULARLY PROM0 1l'ED 
CHILDREN ACCORDING TO CRITERIA 
ADOPTED FOR THIS STUDY 
Age-Grade Status Non-P. Social P. Regular P. 
No. ro No. % No. % 
Below age ( 1 yr . 
bel ow entrance . 
age) ~ 0 11 11 62 21 
Entrance age 16 9 87 84 226 27 
O'Yer age { 1 yr. 
abo'Ye entrance 
age) 154 91 5 5 0 0 
Sums 1?0 : 100 103 .100 288 100 
. Sums 
No tyi 
-
73 12 
329 59 
159 29 
561 100 
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Height of the p~ils.--The non-promoted children were 
not only over-age for their grade, but many were also found who 
were conspicuous in size for their grade. Thirty-seven percent t 
of the socially promoted girls, as against sixty-two percent of 
the non-promoted ones, were taller than the median height for 
girls in their respective classes. For the boys, thirty-one 
percent of the socially promoted as against sixty-nine percent 
of the non-promoted were taller than the median for their respec-
tive grades. 
fhlsical maturity of the ~Qil~.--The fact that non-
promoted children in most instances were older than their so-
cially promoted classmates aids in verifying observations on 
physical maturity. The investigators noted that the most appar-
ent differences existed in the second, fifth, and sixth grades 
between the non-promoted girls and the socially promoted girls 
in their classes. It was also noted that the non-promoted chil-
dren in general appeared to be more mature physically than their ! 
other classmates. 
School enviroment_Qf_!he puQ1ls.--The primary and in-
termediate school environment at the time the data was gathered 
for the study maybe described as conventional. The investigators 
noted that much reliance was placed on workbooks and textbooks 
for the class curriculum. It appeared that there were few 
opportunities in the crowded classrooms within the daily sched-
ule for pupil participation in planning, managing, and executing 
their learning experiences and in the g overnment of the school. 
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The teachers appeared to evaluate pupil progress primarily in 
terms of ability to master the minimum grade essentials; for 
example, a child must meet the standards of the grade each day. 
Moreover, if the averages of the daily class marks and the peri-
odic examinations fell below the minimum, in all liklihood the 
pupil would fail to pass. 
Summ~r;y of likenesses and differences of t.£L,£Up1~.~­
The socailly promoted and the non-promoted compared in this study 
are alike in that they both attended classes in which a conven- 11 
tional school program and school environment prevailed. This 
similarity in school experience maybe extended even further in 
that many of the comparisons in the following chapters are made 
between groups within the same classrooms. Some of the charac-
teristic differences, in addition to the non-promotions expe-
rienced by less than one-third of the subjects were: first, 
approximate~y ninety-one percent of the non-pro~oted children 
were over-age for their grade, whereas this was true for only 
five percent of the socially promoted, second, a notably higher 
percentage of non-promoted girls and boys than of the socially 
promoted girls and boys were taller than the median height for 
children of their own sex in their respective classes, third, 
it was found from obs ervation that non-promoted children in 
general appeared t o be ·more mature physically than their class-
mates, and, fourth, the inpection of the academic records of the 
non-promoted childr•en showed that on the whole their marks were 
not so high as those of their classmates. 
--
I 
-33- I 
Techniques for obtaining th~ . __ qg ta. --The instruments i 
used in the investigation, their administration, and other meth-
ods employed in the study are described in detail paralleling the 
discussion of the results in the following sections. Tables 
purposely extended to include that part of ea ch instrument de-
signed to obtain the data. Thus, it appears appropiate to pres-
ent only a general description at this point. 
The sociograms used in this investigation consisted of 
three questions. On the first question, "Aside from someone in 
your family, whom do you like most to be with?" the pupils were 
g iven the opportunity to make three choices. From the findings 
it was poss i ble to determine a pupil 1 s social aspi ·rations; that 
is, the extent to which he chose to be with others from below h is 
grade level, from his grade level , or from above his g rade level. 
Further, when the progress groups were compared, it was possible 
to determine whether either the socially promoted children or 
the non-promoted children preferred more to be with companions 
f rom grades above their own. 
The second question, "If you had the chance to choose 
the boy or girl you would like to sit beside, whom would you 
choose?" was designed to secure each pupil 's social status with 
in his grade; that is , the extent to which each pupil was sought l 
after or rejected by his classmates. Again each pupil was given 
the opportumity to make three choices. Some children, for ex-
ample, were found to be very popular, and others had a mu ch 
lower soc ial status , some to the extent that no classmates chose 
the:n for seatme.tes_. __ F~rt her, b:y: app_ropr~ate analysis, it was 
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possible to di scover if any cleavages occurred between t he prog-
ress groups as they showed preferences for friends or for study 
companion s. In other words, did the socially promoted children 
tend to choose non-promoted children and vice-versa, or did the 
children from each group tend to restrict their choices to others 
of similar progress status? 
The replies to the third ques t ion,"If you could study 
your lessons wit h some other boy or girl during a period near 
the end of the school day, with whom would you really like to 
study?" permitted a similar analysis to determine each child's 
academic status and the extent to which cleavages occurred 
between the progress groups as they chose study companions . 
Children were later interviewed as to the reasons for their choices 
i n response to each of the above questions, and as to reasons 
why they had not chosen other companions. 
The approach used to secure an indication of the desir-
able and unde s irable behaviors exhibi ted by the non-promoted and 
socially promoted children was a behavior rating scale. Each 
teacher rated a number of children on a three-step behavior 
r ating schedule consisting of nineteen items. Many of the items 
were selected from preliminary observations in the classrooms 
and on the playgrounds. Traits that were not likely to meet 
with the social approval of teachers were included. Moreover, 
the first seven items of s6aie : (see page 71 )represents 
behaviors regarded by mental hygienists as most serious and 
symptomatic of malad justment, according to findings reported by 
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Wickman37. These selections were arranged in three parallel 
columns. The steps on the scale ranged from an undesirable 
behavior manifestation on one side (-1) to the desirable behavior 
on the other (+1), with an intermediate opportunity for a zero 
rating. This last rating was provided so that the teachers 
might indicate that they were unacquainted with that particular 
item of behavior in the child, or that the child exhibited a 
variation in behavior not conducive to judgment. For example: 
+1 
Very sociable, 
friendly 
0 
Neither sociable 
or unsociable 
-1 
Unsocial, 
withdrawing 
The teachers who rated the children were asked to regard each 
step of the scale as equal to the others. They rated 103 non-
promoted children in grades two through six and 170 of their 
ao,g1all'Y:'Promoted classmates. The investigators totalled each 
' scale giving each pupil a plus, a ~ero, or a minus rating in 
l1 number and percent. 
Other techn·iques used by the investigators were: first, 
observations of pupils at work and at play, second, discussion 
of pupils with their teachers, third, study of the children's 
background, and, fourth, use of the school records. From these 
techniques, the investigators gained an insight into the pupils' 
personality, and attitudes toward school. 
Treatment of the data.--Much of the information secured 
37 E.K. Wickman, Children's Behavior and Teachers' 
Attitudes, The Commonwealth Fund, New York, 1929. 
about each pupil through the use of the various methods discussed 
in the previous section, was placed in individual folders and 
placed in a file. Personal information, such as weight, height, 
age, and sex was also included. One folder was devoted to each 
included in this study. The next step in this study was classi-
fying and tabulating the data thus recorded. This was done by 
spindling from all the cards the group of children desired and 
then spindling from this group the number of children whose 
responses or other information fell in previously arranged cate-
gories. In this fashion frequency tabulations were procured for 
the varioue to be compared on any of the information that was 
recorded. The frequencies were then converted to percentage&. 
Categorizing of the data.--Many of the replies given by 
the children were classified into categories. In some instances 
the categories were predetermined by the purpose to which the 
questions were to be put; for example, would children of differ-
ent progress status choose above or below or at their own grade 
level for friends? 
At other times, categories were procured only after 
listing all the responses and then grouping all those which were! 
similar. The judgments of two persons were utilized in olassi-
fying the reasons the children gave for grade preferences. 
Categorizing replies from children was f acilitat ed by giving 
ea ch response a number·,.as it was classified. Thill guaranteed · 
that every reply was always placed in the same lot. Paralleling 
the discussion of the findings, the contents of the categories 
are illustrated with the actua! repl~ es given by the subjects. 
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Statistical treatment of the data.--The statistical 
reliability of the differences noted between the frequencies 
obtained for the socially promoted children and those secured 
for the non-promoted pupils was determined by the Chi-square 
method of analysis. The formula used for the Chi-square is: 
N (ad- bc) 2 
(a+b)(c+d)(a+c)( b+d) 
Since the investigators taught in the schools, friendly 
relations were already established with the children. The f 
favorable relations founded were later reflected in the eager 
willingness on the part of the teachers and the pupils to 
cooperate with the investigators and in the freedom, yet 
finality and sincerity, which seemed to characterize their 
responses. 
The same instruments and the same procedures in their 
administration were used with all the children in obtaining 
the data. In many instances findings obtained by one approach 
were verified by findings from others. For e~ample, the soci-
ometric tests offered all the children the opportunity to 
indicate the companions they like most to be with. Th~s pro-
vided information as to the extent to which the non-promoted 
and the socially promoted pupils preferred the companionships 
of children in grades above their own. 
Specific che.cks of the data.--Tbat the sociometric 
survey is a Talid method for determining social status has 
been shown by many authors interested in this work, and 
I 
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by other investigators, notably Moreno37. The responses secured 
1on the sociometric tests were supplemented by children's reasons 
,for their replies. Such responses as ~ne following aided io 
verify that a child 1 s social or academic status in the eyes of 
his peers was being secured: _ 
"I like to sit beside him, because he's smart.• 
11 She 1 s fun to play with." 
Children received behavior ratings by their teachers. 
Thus, when the non-promoted. children were assigned unfavorable 
traits by the ratings of the teachers and from interviews from 
II 
jother children, it was assumed that the findings were reasonabl7 l 
characteristic. Moreover, earlier generalizations based on ob-
1servations of individual cases of non-promoted pupils and so-
cially promoted children were substantiated by the general 
findings concerning their personal characteristics as secured 
1through the use of the various techniques employed in the study. 
Observations and interviews were conducted for the pur-
1 
poses of discovering leads for further investigation and for ob-
1taining the reasons for the children's responses to the many 
Jquestions asked of them. Since neither the observation nor the 
interview results were subjected to elaborate comparison~, a 
check. on tneir rel1a011ity appeei.red unnecessary. The coopera-
1 tiveness of the children and the finality with which they gave 
1 1--------------~1 
37J.L~Moreno, !hQ_§hall Surviv~ (Washington, 
Nervous and Mental Disease Publishing Go., 1934) 
D.C.: 
responses, as pointed out earlier in this section, wa s assuring 
evidence that their replies on the whole were accura~e s~a ·~ements 
1 of their reasons or feelings. 
II 
II 
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CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF DATA USED 
II Presentation of the data.--The first part of this chap-
'
, ter presents the results of a sociometric survey designed to 
determine some of the characteristic likenesses and differences 
11in the social and academic status of the non-promoted children 
I 
J as compared with those who have experienced sociaL.promotion. 
!The data were obtained through a sociometric test consisting~­
l three sets of questions which were administered to 2?3 pupils, 
1 including 103 non-promoted children. The three parts of the 
1! test and the results from each are discussed separately in the 
I 
ll sections which follow, and findings secured through observations 
II 
and interviews are included. 
For purposes of statistical analysis and for purposes 
of presentation 1 t wa's found convenient to combine the results ob 
11 tained from more than one class. Tables give the findings in 
!! percentage so as to permit comparisons. 
I Owing to the fact that the differences between the non-
!promoted and the socially promoted pupils notee in Chapter III 
,play such an important role in the findings reported in this 
1chapter, they merit reiteration. The non-promoted children 
!were; first, almost invariablY older, second , generally taller, 
land, third, often more mature physically th~· the other children~ 
I 
I 
I 
II 
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The second part of this chapter deals with the notable 
differences in behavior between the non-promoted pupils and 
their socially promoted classmates. These differences are not 
likely to ~e conducive to extensiTe social relations between 
them, especially if one group exhibits much less favorable 
behavior than the other. A general description of the instru-
menta employed to obtain the da ta was proTided in Chapter III 
and more detailed information concerning the use is given in 
the pages which follow. 
Gr. 
.2 
'· :') · 
3 
4 
5. 
6 
All 
All 
TABLE 4 
NON-PROMOTED AND SOCIALLY PROMOTED PUPILS' CHOICES 
OF COY~ANIONS ACCORDING TO THE CRITERIA. 
EACH PUPIL MADE THREE CHOICES. 
~ ! Progress No. of At Grade I Below Grade Above Grade i I 
Groups Pupils No. II Percent No. 
I 
Percent No. Percent 
I 
I 
Non-P. 18 21 39 9 16 24 25 
Social P. 32 63 66 15 15 18 19 
Non-P. 13 17 44 0 0 22 56 
Social P. 31 63 67 12 13 18 20 
Non-P. 23 30 43 0 0 39 li 57 
Social P. 33 : 51 52 3 3 45 45 jl 
Non-P. 27 30 37 3 4 48 59 
Social P. 36 42 39 9 8 57 53 
Non-P. 22 9 14 0 0 57 86 
Social P. 38 66 58 9 8 39 34 
--Non-P. 103 107 35 12 4 190 I 61 
Social P. 170 285 56 48 ! ~ 177 I 35 
X~= 56 P. = .001 
Location of the choices.--Table 4 shows that the non-
-- promoted children made more choices for companions from abov~ 
,. ' 
I 
.I -4~-
ll 
;1 their ewn .grade level t nan diu tne socialLy promoted cn1~dren. 
1
1 From grades two through six, 61 per cent of the non-promoted 
children preferred the companionship of pupils above their own 
,I 
I grade level. Whereas 48 per cent of the socially promoted pupi s 
!! selected t he companionship of pupils in grades below them. 
II The findings given in Table 4 also show .that a large 
I 
their own grade level, whereas their socially promoted classmates 
1 made 59 per cent of their choices at their own grade level. 
I 
1j Similar trends are indicated for the choices of the two groups 
in the primary grades~ The non-promoted children in the second 
I 
1 grade selected only 39 per cent of their choices for their own 
:l grade level. The socially promoted children selected 66 per cent 
II of their choices at the same grade level. The non-promoted 
I 
: pupils chose only 4 per cent of children from grades below them ." 
I t he soc1~11Y promoted children selected only 3b per cent of the 
,I 
' children from above their grade level. 
The findings given in Table 4 also show that 86 per cen 
l of the non-promoted children in grade six were restricted by I 
1
1 their grade placement from associating with their chosen compan-
1 ions from the junior high school during the day. Further, only 
j14 per cent of their choices were made at their own grade level, 
!! whereas their social l y promoted classmates made 58 per cent of 
-43-
II 
I 
I ~heir choices within their grade. Similar trends are indicated 
I for the choices of selection of the progress gr~ups in the othe l 
I grades. 
I Discussion of the differences.--The differences betwee~ 
the trend of the choices made by the non-promoted pupils and th~t 
of their socially promoted classmates are not astounding. Chil~ 
dren tend to choose friends who are similar to them in age, 
'I 
:I 
II height, weight, interests, and social maturity, and since the 
I 
1: non-promoted children generally were more advanced in these 
I 
I . 
characteristics, they quite understandably sought more for com-
panionship above their own grade level than did the children who' 
had been given social promotions once or more often. Moreover, 
whether a pupil chose above his own grade level for companions, ·, 
d 
or at his own grade level, or below his own grade level, the ·1 
same factors operated to influence his choices. Thus, the fol-
lowing reasons are typical of those advanced by two non-promo~e 
pupils who selected companions from grades above their own, and I 
it is likely that similar reasons would have been advanced by 
socially promoted pupils who chose friends at their own grade 
lj level. 
~~ ~ like him, because we go together after school. We 
go to the movies once in a while at night. The kids in my room 
can't come out after supper." (Third grade boy non-promoted 
1 twice who chose a fifth grade boy.) 
11 11 Judy and I are friends. She plays the kind of games 
that I 11ke.M (Fourth grade non-promoted girl who chose a 
fifth grade girl.) I 
I The reasons advanced by children in grades five and six 
I 
their choices of particular campanions clearly illustrate 
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th,at they ar.e influenced more by factors not related to school. 
Among the reasons given for the companions chosen were; that 
~hey lived near each other, that they were in the same grade 
once, and that they enjoyed doing the same things. Mast pupils 
enjoyed doing things. Most pupils in this study went with their 
chosen friends after school. 
Of the 10~ non-promoted pupils, 61 per cent chose com-
panions from upper grades. This shows that they do no~ neces-
sarily give up their former grade associates following non-
promotion, and who chose companions from grades above their own 
, grade. 
"We take tap dancing lessons together. We were in the 
same grade together until I got kept back. •i (Second grade girl 
who cnose a third grade girl.) -
11 We live near each other. We used to be in the same 
grade until the fifth grade. We like to play football together. •• 
(Sixth grade boy who chose a junio r high school boy.) 
Comment s on the flnd1ngs.-- The results of this sociogram 
tend to show that the non-promo~ed children were more often 
restricted from associatin during the school hours with com-
panions who had similar interests, and who were more like them-
selves in personality than were their socially promoted class-
mates. From this, it seems unlikely that their grade placement 
represents the best social adjustment for them unless they 
readily accept tneir fellow classmates as friends, playmates, 
and as study companions and were likewise accepted in return. 
The reference to social groupings, interviews, and 
observations carried on throughout the investigation strengthened 
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the impression, as mentioned earlie r , that social groups and 
friends are drawn together more by aut-of-school activities and 
interests than any other factor related to school. !t'or example, 
the girls in one school were observed to spend much time together 
because they were interested in pl aying house and making believe; 
in another group, the girls were drawn together, because they 
were int ere s ted in playing tom boy games; and in another group 
three girls frequently associated t ogether, because they took 
tap dancing lessons together. A similar case could be made for 
t he out-ot-scnool interests which appeared to hold boys' social 
I groups together, although it must be stressed that other factors 
were also operative in influencing group formations. 
Choices of seatmates.--The second sociogram states, •rf1 
you had the chance t;c:> cnoose the boy or girl you would like to 
sit beside, whom would you choose·t u ~acn child maae three choices. 
I 
These choices were limited to children in the same room as they 
were. This technique was used to determine the extent to which 
children accepted or rejected others of a different progress 
status, as a friend, or as a member of their social groups. 
The results of the children's choices are shown in 
Table 5. The findings indicate that a marked cleavage occurred 
between the non-promoted and the socially promoted pupils when 
they chose aeatmates. Children from both groups showed a 
decided tendency to choose from among classmates of a similar 
progress status. 
-== 
! 
Gr. 
2 
3 
-
4 
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TABLE 5 
NON-PROMO'rED AND SOC IALLY PROMOTED PUPILS' CH OI CES 
OF S~~TMAT~S ACCORDING TO THE CRITERIA. 
EACH PUPIL MADE THREE CHOICES. 
I 
l 
i Distribution of Choices by Progress I I 
I Groups towards Members of their own 
Group or the other Group 
Progress , No. of Among ne Non-r. _Mong ~fie SociaiP. 
Groups Pupils No. I Percent No. Percent 
Non-P. 18 19 I 35 35 65 l 
Social P. 32 28 I 30 68 70 
Non-P. 13 20 51 19 49 
Social P. 31 34 36 59 64 
Non-P. 23 32 47 I 37 53 I 
Social P. 33 I 30 30 69 70 I 
- Non:P. 32 I 
-
27 40 49 60 
5 Social P. 36 I 32 30 I 76 70 
Non-P. 22 26 39 4o 61 
6 Social P. 38 : 40 35 1 74 65 
1129 
' 
All Non-P. 103 I 42 I 180 58 I All . Social P. I 170 I 164 32 346 I 68 
X2- 7.8 P. 
-
.o 1 'I 
The findings in Table 5 show that the non-promoted 
children were even more discriminating than were the socially 
promoted ones, as their choices showed more Tariation from 
what might be expected in the direction of choosing themselves. 
Table 5 showed that the non-promoted children in g rade three 
preferred the ot her non-promoted pupils in the same grade 51 
per cent, whereas, the socially promoted group chose 64 per cent 
of their group. Similar trends are indicated in t h e other 
grades. The non-promot ed chos e 42 per cent of the o~ner non-
promoted, whil e the socially promoted selected 32 per cent of the 
--47-
non-prom o~ ed pupils. The non-promo t ed children selected 58 per 
cent of the sociall.Y promot ed pupils, whereas, the · socially pro-
moted selecte~ 68 per cent of t h e socially promoted c hil.dren l 
for sea ·cmates. 
TABLE 6 
CHOICEt; OF SEATMA'l'ES FUR THE NON-PRuMO'l'ED 
AND t;OGI ALL.t PRUMU'l'.I.!.:D CHILDREN 
ACCOJ:tDING TO 1£Hl!; CRI'11.!£RIA 
-- - ~requencies I I 
Number of Time·s Non-Promoted Socially 
Chosen Promoted 
- No. No. 
-- I -
~ I 12 2 . 
1 13 1 
2 17 3 
3 5 1 
4 I• 2 15 
5 11 25 
6 4 15 
7 15 31 
8 6 7 
9 2 24 
10 5 22 
\ 
11 
\ 
7 9 
12 or more 4 15 
\ 
Total I 103 i 170 I 
' 
I 
Median number of choices for the Non-P. is 5 
Median number of choices for t he Social P. is 7 
1, 
I 
II 
Table 6 shows how many times each non-promoted pupil 
and each socially promoted pupil was chosen. The non-promoted 
children did not receive many choices above seven. Only four. 
non-promoted children were chosen twelve or more times, wher~as, 
f if~ een soc i&l l y promot ed children were chos en twelve or no~ 
sel.ec·ced a~ all, and twelve who were selected only once. 
!I 
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There were nine socially promoted children who were chosen eleven 
times, and twenty-two socially promoted children who were chosen 
ten time~. There were sixty non-promoted children who were chosen 
fiYe or less time, where as there were only forty-two socially 
promo~ed children who were chosen five or less times. This 
shows that the socially promoted children were more often pre-
ferr ed as seatmates than the non-promoted children. The non-
promoted children selected other non-promoted children as their 
seat~ates. The leaders of such cleavages of t he non-promoted 
children were the ones who were selected twelve or more times. 
Children's rea sons for sel~ting seatmates.-- 'Trre- ft·ttst4 ~~ 
,. fifteen pupils in the sixth grade, including eight non-promoted, 
were questioned privately as to the reasons for each of their 11 
three choices of particular seatmates, since it was soon discov- I 
ered that, whether they had been non-promoted, or had experienced 
continual progress, the choices were largely influenced by factors 
related to personality, interests, propinquity, and age, in the 
order named. This suggests that the non-promoted children chose 
largely among other non-promoted children, because they were 
considerably like thim in interests and personal characteristics, 
and for the same reasons the socially promoted children chose 
largely among their .classmates of t he same age who were occa-
sionally friends of long standing. The following reasons are 
typical of those expressed by the socially promoted ch ildren who 
chose seatmates of their own progress status: 
"Joe is a good kid. He talks to me, and we have fun 
together." 
I 
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11 She lives on the same street that I do, and we 
hang around with each other." 
games.• 
"We play together after school. He knows a lot of 
The responses of the non-promoted pupils who chose 
other non-promoted children reflected similar influences: 
"He sits behind me in school. I like to play with 
him at recess, because he's a good player.• 
1 She and I go to school together. We were in the 
same room last year, and we were both kept back." 
"Pete i t!? as big as I am, and he likes to do the same 
things I do. 11 
SociallY promoted children's reasons for reJecting 
~n-promoted pupils.--The general outlook or the socially 
promoted pupils toward those who were non-promoted, and vice-
versa. unquestionably had something to do with the cleo.vages ,; ~ : 
noted when tney indicated their choices of friends to sit 
beside. In a sense, like the differences in personal charac-
teristics and interests existent between the non-promoted and 
the socially promoted classmates, their outlook toward one 
~nother may also be viewed as operating to suppress the evolu-
tion of socail groups that would include children of varied -
progress status. 
To gain insight in-to factors that might tend to 
influen\G!e children from one progress group to discriminate 
against associating with those from another, private inte~ 
Tiews were conducted with twenty-four children, including 
eleven non-promoted children, who were selected arbitrarily 
• 
J 
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from grades two through six. 
The thirteen children who had been socially promoted 
were asked, uHow does it happen that you did not choose 
{name of a non-promoted classmate) to sit beside? By asking 
each child about three of .his non-promoted classmates, thirty- ~ 
nine responses were secured. The name of those who had repeated 
a grade were rotated among the interviewees. 
The most frequent cause advanced by the socially 
promoted pupils for not choosing their non-promoted classmates 
was the contention that they did not know them. The following 
are representatiTe of thirteen excerpts from the interview 
records assigned to this category: 
"I don't know him very well. 1 
••r don't know her, but she seems nice." 
"He's a new boy in our class." 
There were eleven responses which indicated that those 
who had experienced non-promotion were already identified with 
other social groups. Moreover, the replies reflected that 
socially promoted children felt that they h~d little in common 
with the non-promoted children. For example: 
"I don't like the kids he plays with.i' 
11 He likes to play with big boys." 
• Sh·e aalways talks about beys. n 
Responses indicated that the behavior of the non-
promoted pupil in question was not approved of, and thus, 
- - =-= ---
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was an influential factor in his rejection. If it deviates 
from that exhibited by most of the socially promoted pupils, 
it may likely operate as a rejecting influence as shown by the 
last of the following illustrations: 
fresh. 11 
"He's always talking and fooling.• 
u She doesn 1 t talk very much." 
"My mother won't let me play with him, because he's 
11 She' s a show off. 11 
1 He 1 s bigger and like to play rough. 1 
Of the interviewees, three accepted as a seatmate a 
non-promoted classmate about whom they were questione~; Seven 
of them signified they disliked particular non-promoted pupils; 
as for an example: 
"I don't like Joan very much." 
!!on-promoted children's reasons for rejecting socially 
promoted pup1ls.--The fifteen to twenty non-promoted pupils 
were questioned in similar fashion about three socially pro-
moted classmates whom they had not chosen. The classmates' 
names were rotated so that the responses were obtained about 
all of them. 
Seventeen responses indicated that they were not 
. well acquainted with the socially promoted pupils in question. 
For exampl e: 
1 I ! don 1 t know him, but he's okay, I guess. 11 
11 He 1 s all right, but I don 1 t know him. 11 
! oston Uni versity 
School of Education: 
Libra;w. 
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"This is our first year together, and I don't know 
him too well." 
Moreover, the following excerpts are typical ot rea-
sons which suggested that identification with social groups 
was also a factor that influenced rejection: 
11 She has other friends. 11 
11 She 1 s nice, but she doesn't go around with our bunch." 
1 He always plays with yo~g kids." 
11 He doesn't like to play the same games I do. 1 
In some instances, socially promoted pupils were 
accepted for seatmates, but there were nine instances when 
replies indicated that they were definitely disliked. 
11 He thinks he's better than everyone." 
11 I ,_: don 1 t like her very much. 11 
1 She 1 s too bossy." 
Other interview records indicated that the non-pro-
moted children had different interests f'rom those about whom 
they were being questioned. For example: 
"He likes to stay in all the time." 
11 She doesn't like to fool around with the boys." 
Several of the interviewees implied that the socially 
prommoted pupils in question were not enjoyable company. 
"I like people who joke and laugh. He doesn 1 do that." 
"He's too quiet for me." 
11 She doesn 1 t laugh or fool around very much." 
Other excerpts from the interview records intimated 
I 
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that the socially promoted children were not suitable compan-
ions, because they lacked the physical strength and game skills 
necessary to associate with the non-promoted boys. 
"He 1 s not Tery good at sports." 
uHe doesn't know how to play any good games. a 
MHe likes to read too much.u 
Further reasons for rejection were suggested by two 
mment1on8 g1Ten to age, although the second illustration maybe 
regarded as more appropriately assigned to a behavior category. 
MShe•s okay. She's not as old as I am.• 
"He's a baby. I don't like him." 
Interestingly enough, unlike their socially promoted 
classmates, the repeaters did not stress behaTior, interpreted 
in a narrow sens e, as a reason for the rejection of others. 
One non-promoted pupil remarked: 
1 He's a good kid, but too quiet.• 
Unohosen classmates of similar progress status.--
Several non-promoted pupils were questioned about the non-pro-
moted classmates whom they had not chosen. Limited data were 
obta.lned wnich might indicate children's reactions to other 
pupils of their own pro~ress status, whom they didn't happen 
to choose. '.f'he following responses tend to suggest what might 
be found if more extensiTe interviews were conducted. 
"She's all right, but she can't come over to my house 
because she lives too far away." 
11 I d14il 1 t choose her, because Jean and Ann are myfriends." 
11 He 1 s not very g ood at basket ball. 11 
" We don• t play together very often. • 
The socially promoted children said this about the 
classmates of their own progress status who chose them, but 
whom they did not chose in return: 
her." 
1 I could only make three choices, so I didn't pick 
•we talk a lot. I guess she's okay." 
~He's . good natured. I like him.• 
"I don 1 t know. I J-ust didn 1 t choose him. 11 
"She's a good kid, but she goes around with a differ-
ent g.roup of girls." 
These limited number of re sponses suggest that chil-
dren would more frequently accept unchosen classmates of their 
own progress s ~tatus, for seatmates, than those of a different 
status. 
Other likely trends in r esponses, in view of the ear-
lier discussion of the interview findings, might be conjectured. 
It seems doubtful tha l; the social.ly promoted pupils would fre-
quently indicate that they did not know classmat es of a simila r 
promot ion s t atus whom they had not chosen, particularly if 
th•y had been together in the same school for a number of 
years. On the other hand, it appears quite likely that chil-
dren who had experienced non-promotion would more often ad-
vance this explanation for not choosing other repeaters, since 
many who were recently reta ined were probable unacquainted wi th 
classmates who had _prey_iously failed ~o pa~s~ . 
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= Furthermore, the factor of behavior woul d probi.tOly: 
no t be so imp•rtant among the socially promoted pupils for re-
jecting each other, as it would be for their rejection of those 
who had repeated grades. Findings show that children who had 
made continual progress exhibited more approved behavior than 
their classmates who had been held back. · The extent to which 
the non-promoted pupils would reject each other, because of 
behavior is open to speculation; however, it ~ust be remembered 
that they chose significantly more among others of a similar 
promotion status than was expected. 
The responses of the non-promoted boys disclosed that 
in selecting companions they gave much consideration to the 
abilities of others in sports. Abilities of this sort were 
also unquestionably factors in the rejection of some partie-
ular classmates for companions and in the formation of social 
groups. 
Thus, if other children, even though of similar prog-
ess status, did not provide interesting competition or could 
not successfully cooperate with them in their games, it is ~ 
quite likely that their lack of skills and abilities would be 
mentioned as a reason for rejection. 
Probable causes for cleavages.--The foregoing inter-
view findings appea.r to substantiate the following probable 
causes for the fact that children tended to discriminate 
against others of a different progress status when they chose 
· friends, and with more prejudice exercised on the part of 
= 
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those who had experienced non-promotion. 
Since the non-promoted pupils were restricted from 
choosing companions in upper grades, who possessed similar 
personal characteristics and interests, they made the next 
best adjustment by choosing largely among their non-promoted 
classmates. Moreover, the fact ·that the socially promoted ch 
children exhibited a tendency to choose among classmates of 
similar progress status seems understandable. They had been 
together for a relatively longer period of time during their 
school careers, and thus, had considerable opportunity to form 
friendships. 
Other findings suggested that the cleaTages were partly 
due to a lack of acquaintanceship between the socially promo-
ted and the non-promoted pupils, to a tendency for children 
who had been held back during their school careers to associate 
with different social groups, than their younger socially pro-
moted classmates, and to the less approved behavior of those 
who had repeated grades. Furthermore, from impressions gained 
during the study, it appeared that since there was little op-
portunity for children to associate freely during school hours 
the pupils who had repeated grades probable did not t;eel much 
necessity for becoming acquainted with their regularly promoted 
classmates. 
Location of study companions.--The question was asked: 
11 If you could study your lessons with some other boy or girl 
during a period near the end of the school day, with whom 
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would you really like to study?" Choices were restricted to 
the classroom, and each pupil was allowed to choose three 
classmates. The inquiry was made for the purpose of discov-
ering if the non-promoted children are generally accepted or 
discriminated against by t helr socialLY promotea Cias sma~ e s , 
when they selected study companions. 
-
Gr. 
-
2 
3 
4 
5 
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TABLE 7 
NON-.t-Rvlv.lV'l'E;D AND SOG l ALLY. P.t:WMU'l'J:!.;D PUPILS 1 CHOICES 
OF STUDY COMPANIONS ACCORDING TO THE CRITERIA. 
EACH PUPIL: MADE THREE CHOICES. 
-
Distribution of Choices by Progress 
Groups towards Members of their own 
Group or the other Group 
Progress No. of Among the .Non-P. .&IllOng the l;OCla~ F. 
Groups Pupils No. I Percent No. Percent 
- - -
Non-P. 18 27 50 27 50 
Social P. 32 27 29 69 71 
Non-P. 13 20 51 19 49 
Social P. 31 27 29 66 71 
Non-P. 23 39 57 30 43 
Social P. 33 48 '48 51 52 
I 
Non-P. 27 41 50 40 50 
Social_ P. 36 43 40 65 60 
Non-P. 22 35 53 31 47 
Social P .• . 38 40 35 74 65 
Non-P. 103 162 52 147 48 
Social P. 170 185 36 325 64 
-
x2 = 24 P. = • 001 
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This aspect of their relations is of considerable impertance. 
As reported earlier, a greater proportion of the companions 
of the non-promoted subjects, than of the socially promoted 
children, were in grades above their own. ~oreover, the non-
promoted pupils showed a marked tendency to discriminate 
against their socially promoted classmates when choosing 
friends to sit beside, and likewise their classmates tended to 
discriminate against them. If the non-promoted pupils are 
also discriminated against as study companions, their social 
and academic relations with the regular progress pupils do not 
appear favorable, at least, not favorable enough, to assume 
that they are well adJusted in their present classes. 
Location of the choices.--The distribution of the chil-
dren's choices is shown in Table 7. A cleaTage again appeared 
between the socially promoted and the non-promoted pupils' 
choices. In short, as when selecting sea tmates, 5~ per cent 
o!' the non-promoted pupils chose other non-promoted pupils 
:ror study companions. 'fhe non-promoted chose 48 per cent of 
the socially promoted children for study companions. The 
socially promoted group made 64 per cent of their choices 
among tneir own group. Thus, lihere were few mutual choices 
between children of a different progress statu_s. Thus, they 
are not social companions, nor are they intellectual compan-
ions whicn is assumed in non-promotion. 
The distribution of choices for the non-promoted and 
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the socially promoted children is shown in Table 8. The soc-
ially promoted children were chosen more often than were the I' 
I 
non-promoted group. There were thirty non-promoted children 
who were not selected as study companions at all. Yet, thirty-
! 
one of the socially promoted children were selected ten or 
more times for study companions. This table showed that the 
non-promoted pupils were . chosen twice or fewer times. 
TABLE 8 
CHOICES OF STUDY CO~~ANIONS FOR NON-PROMOTED 
AND SOCIALLY PROMOTED CHILDREN 
ACCORDING TO THE CRITERIA 
-
I Freauencies 
Number of Times I Non-Promoted Socially 
Chosen I Promoted i 
-i No. -No. 
- I 
0 ! 30 6 
1 27 7 
2 1 18 
3 14 15 
4 12 17 
5 7 25 
6 5 20 
7 5 10 I 
8 1 14 I 
9 1 7 
10 0 12 
11 0 16 
12 or more 0 3 
Total I 103 170 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-
Median number of choices for the Non-P. is 1. II 
Median number of choices for the Social P. is 6. 
The socially promoted children were selected more often 
between the two to eight rating. "' This tendency shows that the 
non-promoted children were not preferred as study companions 'J 
~ --
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while the socially promoted children were sought after as 
study companions. 
Interview findings.--What reasons would the '~ regular 
progress childr€n give for not choosing their non-promoted 
classmates for study companions? Why did the non-promoted 
=--~ 
subjects tend to choose among their other non-~romoted class-
mates for study companions? The answers t o t he s e questions o e 
seem obvious, and yet even after nineteen interviews were 
conducted to obtain more definite evidence, there was still 
room for conj ecture. 
Ind!Yidual interviews were held. The following 
question: "How does it happen that you picked Bob as your 
first c hoice to study with? HQw d'oes it happen that you 
picked Geothe for your second choice for a study companion? 
Why did you pick Pat for your study co·mpanion1 Who usually 
gets the best grades in your cla ss? Who else? How does it 
happen that you didn't pick (name of the best student given) 
to study wi th'i' ¥fny didn 1 t you pick (name of ano t her pupil who 
usually gets good grades) to study with?" 
The reasons children advanced for choosing particular 
study companions showed little varia tions. Furthermore, there 
was no conspicuous differences between the reasons advanced 
by the socially promoted pupils, and those given by their 
classmates, who had repeated a grade or more. As noted from 
earlier illustrations, children sometimes gc;_ve more than one 
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reason for choosing a study companion, and this was taken into 
account. 
The most frequent reason given by children from both 
groups emphasized the ability of the pupil chosen. These are 
typical responses: 
11 He always gets good marks. 11 
"She doesn't mind helping me. 11 
•• He 1 s fun, but will help me too. 11 
"He's a good sport. He gets good marks most of the 
time." 
Other reasons that the pupils mentioned for choosing 
study companions indicated that they felt they could help 
one another, some had common interests, some usually studied 
with the person chosen, and some belonged to the same social 
group. 
Non-promoted children who chose other non-promoted 
children illustrated a cooperative spirit. For example: 
NHe fools a lot, but I think I could teach him some-
thing in arithmetic, just like in basketball." 
The reasons given for rejecting classmates whom they 
designated as usually having the be'st marks fall into two 
categories. The fir~t reason denoted a dislike for the pupil 
named, that was either frankly expressed or in a sense inferred. 
11 He 1 s a sis~y. Just reads all day." 
•
11 She thinks she knows it all." 
"Oh, . him. He's the teacher's pet. I don't like him." 
-- -=--=--- --=--=---==--===--:--
I 
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The reasons placed in the other category suggested 
that the bright children were not likely to be ar much help 
because they were impatient and were more likely to prefer 
doing something arong their own line of interest than helping 
others. For example: 
"I'd rather study with a girl." 
"She doesn't like to help.a 
"He's too smart to ~tudy with." 
There was not so much opportunity to question a larg e 
number of the socially promoted children in the classrooms as 
to their r easons for rejecting pup ils who usually received the 
best grades, since they frequently selected them as study 
companions. Those who had not done so, usually stated that 
they frequently studied with the person cho s en so consequently, 
did not choose anyone else. In some instances, they implied 
that they would just a s soon study with the children in ques-
tion. However, one pupil stated she would rather study alone, 
because she felt she could get her work done w1 tnoul; anyone 1 s 
ftelp. 
Twenty-five of the socially promoted children were 
interviewed individually as to their rea sons for rejecting 
non-promoted classmates. The responses indicated tnat the 
latter were not chosen, because tney had less ability and 
were poorer s~udents. 
1 I tried helping him, but he didn't understand.• 
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"He just jokes all the time. 11 
"He's not too smart. I'd rather study with Dick." 
11 She' s stupid. • 
11 He 1 s new in our grade." 
This last qudtation is noteworthy since it is repre-
sentative of many more which indicated that, despite the period 
from school opening in September, to the time of the inter-
views, beginning in January, the regularly and socially pro-
moted children, in a considerable number of instances, had not 
yet become acquainted with those who were non-promoted. Re-
plies of this sort suggest that it is quite difficult, and may 
take considerable time for the newcomers to become acquainted 
with pupils who are already identified with social groups. 
In some instances, the fact that the pupils in question had 
been non-promoted was mentioned. Age was .also a factor. Two 
socially progressed children stated that they preferred not to 
study with anyone, and a difference in interests and personal-
ity were considered by two others for rejecting repeaters. 
These excerpts are illustrative: 
"He didn't pass last year. I don't know him very 
well. 11 
11 ! don't want to study with anyone, because I want 
to do my work alone. 11 
w She 1 s no fun. She won 1 t t a lk at all." 
Probable causes of th_~ clea.vages.--Accordingly, in 
view of the interviews findings, it appears that the cleavages 
. . \ 
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~oted groups could be attri buted to many f actors, some more 
influential than others. The fact that the regularly and 
socially promoted pupils received mos t of the choices, and the 
non~promoted children were discriminated against, was quite 
understandable. The former were by far the better students, 
and t his was recognized by their clas smates; where~s, t he 
latter possessed less ability and had even been non-promoted, 
because their reasons for rejecting pupils who usually received 
the best grades since they frequently selected them as study 
compa nion.s. Those who had not done so, usually stated that t 
they frequently studied with the pers on chos en, so consequently 
did not choos e ~nyone else. In some instances, they implied 
that they would just as soon s tudy with the children in ques-
tion. 
However, one pupil stated she would just as soon s t udy 
with the children in question. However, one pupil stated she 
would rather study alone, because she felt she could get her 
work done without anyone's help. Another pupil sta ted he did 
not care with whom he studied, jus t so long as the person 
would study and not fool around. 
As might be expected, when t he twenty~five socially 
and regularly pro~oted children were interviewed individuall y, 
as for their reasons for rejecting each of the three particular 
non-promoted classmates, twenty responses indicated th~t they 
were not s elected, because they had less ability and we r e 
poorer students. 
"She lives across the avenue, and she's stupid. 11 
11 He doesn't help me at all. He just fools around. 11 
"I like to study with someone who's smart.• 
"He doesn't know anything. 11 
11 He can 1 t do the work, so I have to do it for him. •• 
In eleven more instances, they attributed their rea-
sons for not choosing non-promoted classmates to the fact that 
they did not know them. 
11 She 1 s never been in my room b.efore. She 1 s so quiet 
and bashful, that I just don't know her." 
11 He was kept ba ck last yea r a nd is new in our class. 
I don't play with him in the sohoolyard. 11 
11 He sits on the other side of the room. I never talk 
much with him. 11 
The non-promoted pupils frequently indicated a re-
lucta.nce that sometimes reached the point of dislike against 
studying with classmates who usually received the best grades. 
They also implied that the brightest pupils would not be V!ery 
helpful, largely because they were impatient and because, they 
were more· interested in pursuing their own interests than in 
helping others to get their assignments. This suggests that 
the experiences of the non-promoted children with the brighter 
classmates have led them to f'eel tha"G they were no l; the most 
desirable study companions, and thus, they showed a more than 
expected tendency to choose among others of their own progress 
status. 
I 
I 
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No doubt there were other factors which did not appear 
in the interviews, but which contributed to the cleavages noted. 
Their nature can only be conjectured: however, from impressions 
gained during acquaintance with the pupils it appeared that 
the older and larger non-promoted children were not likely to 
feel appreciative of tne help of their younger and brighter 
classmates, and in some instances, might even be embaras s ed 
by tneir inabilities when ·associating with them. 
Summ~!I·--The following findings are presented in the 
order of their discussion in the sections of the chapter. The 
first deals with the children's choices of friends they like 
most to be with;. the second deals with the children's choices 
of classmates that they would like to sit beside; and, the 
third deals with the children's choices of classmates for study 
companions. 
When the socially promoted and the non-promo~~d 
children chose companions they like most to be with, a reliably 
greater proportion of' the latter made choices above their own 
grade level. The non-promoted children were older than their 
classmates, and consequently selected others from ~per grades 
who were more like themselves as to age, size interests, and 
social maturity. The same factors tended to attract the choices 
of the socially promoted pupils to their own grade level. 
The. findings suggest that the non-promoted children 
and particularly those in the upper grades, were restricted 
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more by grade barriers from associating with their normal 
companions during the school day, than were their socially 
promoted classmat es. 
Other findings reported in the first section of the 
chapter, although incidental to the study, indicate t hat c hil-
dren 1 s friends and social groupings are not cont' ined to grade 
levels. 
Moreover, limited data tend to imply that friends and 
social groupings are drttwn together more by out-of-school 
activities and interests than by any factors related to school. 
When the subject s included in the study had the oppor-
tunity to name classmates whom they like to sit beside, a 
cleavag e occurred between the choices of the socially promoted 
and. ·the non-promoted pupils as they made more than the expected 
numver of choices among others of a similar promoti0n status. 
More prejudices in this r e spect was exercised by thos e who ha d 
experienced grade failure. 
Findings suggest that pupils from both progress groups 
were influenced by essentially the same factors when making 
their choices. They chose others who were like themselve s 
as to personal characteristics and interests and whose person-
ality was appealing. Spatial ' nearness was .also a n inf luentia l 
factor and quite likely played a considerable role among the 
socially promoted children's choices, because in many more in-
s t a nces they ha d been t oge t her in school for a longer period 
of time. 
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Moreover, it a ppeared that since the non-promoued 
children were r es tricted from choos i ng ot hers in upper graaes, 
t hey maae the next best adjustment by choosing among class-
mates nearer their own age, who had also repeated a grade. 
Interviews with c hildren suggested further factors 
which proba ble contributed to the cleavages; first, t he lack 
of acquaintancesh~p.between classmates of a different promotion 
status, second, the influence of t he less approved behavior 
o r those who had repeated grades , and third, the frequent di f i'-
erences in interests and attitudes between the socially pro-
moted and the non-promoted children. Differences in age, s ize , 
and academic or physical abilities were less frequently ment-
ioned although these factors may have contributed considerably 
to the tendency for socially promoted pupils and non-promoted 
pupils to reject one another when choosing seatmates. 
As might be expected, classmates who failed to win 
continual promotion were discrimina·t ed against when children 
selected s t udy companions. The discrimination was more 
apparent with advance in grade level. It appeared that lower 
grade children were more interested in studying with friends, 
than with the best students, even though they recognized the 
latter. 
The reasons pupils gave for t heir choices showed 
little variation. They most frequently stressed the ability 
of the person chosen and often mentioned social qualities. 
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Moreover, interview data suggested that the socially promoted 
children did not preter their non-promoted classmates for e~udy 
companions largely, because they were poorer students and had 
less ability. In addition, they frequently cl&imed tha~ they 
did not know them. 
The data also disclosed that those who had been non-
promoted did no ·t; choose among the socially promoted children 
as much as would be expected, primarily because they felt that 
the better students were likely to be impatient ~nd more inter-
ested in other pursuits than in helping the less able pupils. 
As pointed out earlier, it s~ems likely tha~ tne o~der pupils 
might not appreciated help and correction from their younger 
classmates unless it was tactfully given. 
In general, it may be concluded that the non-promo~ed 
pupils were not so well adjusted to their present grade place-
ment as their younger cla ssmate~. They frequently revealed 
wha t they were going to do when they qui t school, or what they 
were going to do when they entered high schoo.L. Statements or 
this sort suggested that these two events would, accordi~to 
their understanding, solve many of the difficulties which ~ney 
faced in the elementary school. For example: 
"If I ever get out of school, I'm never going back to 
any kind oi' school again. I'm going to get a job and make 
some money, and I'm neTer going to look at a book again." 
"I hate school. I'm going to quit when I'm sixteen 
and get a job. In high school I'm going to take the easiest 
course, until I can quit.• 
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Behavior characteristics associated with non-promotion 
and socially-promoted childr~.- Notable differences in beh avior 
between t he socially-promoted pupils and t heir non-promoted 
cla ssmates are not likely to be conducive to extensive social 
rel a tions b etween them, especially if one g roup exhib its much 
less f a vorabl e behavior t h an the other. 
It will be recall ed f r om e a rlier in this chapter tha t 
some s ocially-promoted ch ildren r e jected those who had e xpPr-
ienced n on-promotion as se a tmates because they disliked t h eir 
behavior. Th e fol l owing report of find ings obtained f rom an in-
ve s tiga tion of t h e behavior cha r acteristics associated with the 
social l y-promoted and non-p romoted ch ildren in part expl a ins 
the cleavages noted bet\~' een them when they choose friends a nd 
study companions, and in part con t ributes to an understanding 
of h ow classmates in general viewed those who were socie.lly-
p romoted as against tho s e who were non-promoted a t some time 
during t heir s chool care ers. 
A genera~ description of t he instrument employed to ob-
tain the data was provided in Chapter III and more detailed 
information concerning their use follows. 
Behavior r a tings assigned to ch ildren by their tea chers.-
The pupils r a t ed by their teachers were arbitrarily selected 
by t h e investiga tors. This was made by t aking all of the 
children who h ad been non-promoted and who were present in 
April 'Nh en the r a tings were made. There were 103 total non-
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promoted and 170 social ly-promoted children. 
The behavior rating scales were given to the te~chers 
and each sheet carried the name of the pupil to be rated. The 
teachers were aware of the purpose of this investigation. The 
ratings were assigned on a three step scale on which the op-
posite extremes of each of the nineteen behavior characteris-
tics were described and indicat ed by the .f.l and the -1 steps. 
The intermediate step was indica ted by a 0 rating showing that 
either the teacher was not familiar Fith that particular phase 
of the child 1 s behavior or that the child did not fall into 
either of the other two ratings. A teacher rated the child by 
check ing that step which most nearly corresponded with her 
judgement of the extent to which the tra.i t was exhibited. A 
sample of the rating scale follows: 
QUESrriONNAIRE TO TEACHERS Pupil 1 s Name ______ _ 
(Behavior characteristics assigned to pupils by teachers) 
Very sociable, 
friendly 
Very trustful, 
f a ith in others 
Very happy and 
cheerful 
Very intrepid,not 
easily frightened 
Neither sociable 
or unsoeial 
Neither trustful 
or dis tro.s tful 
Neither unhappy 
or happy 
Neither intrepid 
fearful 
Unsocial, with-
drawing 
Distrustful, 
suspicious 
Unhappy, depressed 
Fearful, apprehensive 
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Q,UESTIONNAIRE TO '·TEACHERS Pupil 1 s '1 Name 
(Behavior char acteris tics as s i gned to pupils =-b-y~t-e-a-c"""'h_e_r_s-.~}--
Very k ind, 
sympa t hetic 
Very perserver-
ing 
Knows own mind, 
t h in..lcs for self 
Praises,doesn't 
ridicule 
Not easily hurt 
or disturbed 
Very agree able, 
pleas ant 
Generous, a good 
s port 
Emotionally stabile, 
controll ed 
Realistic, wide-
awake 
Calm,not nervous 
Shows liking for 
school 
Neither kind or ; cruel, bullying. 
cruel 
Neither perserver- Easily discouraged 
ing or easily 
discouraged 
Neither independent Suggestive,easily 
or dependent led 
Neither pr a ises 
or ridicules 
Neither disturbed 
or e asily hurt 
Neither agr eeable 
or disagreeable 
Neither generous 
or selfish 
Overcritical, 
ridicules 
Sens ative, easily 
hurt 
Dis agreea.ble, un-
pleas ant 
Se l fish, a poor 
sport 
Neither emotionally Emotionally un-
s tabil e or un- stab ile 
s t abile 
Neither realistic 
or day dre aming 
Neither calm or 
nervous 
Neither likes or 
dislikes school 
Day dreams, fancies 
Nervous 
Shows dislike of 
school 
.. 
-73-
QUESTIONNAIRE 'rO TEACHERS Pupil 1 s Name.---:---:---.,.----.,--( Behavior characteris tics assigned t o . pupils by te a chers.) 
Res pe ctful,ordinari- . Ne ither re spe ctful Di s respectful, de-
fi ant, impertinent ly obedient or disres pe ctful 
At tentive 
Cooperative 
Waits turn, not 
loquacious 
Neither a t t entive orinattentive 
ina t t entive 
Neither cbbper.at~ve Uncooperative 
or 'lilneooperative 
Neither restrained 
or loqua cious 
Loquacious, inter-
rupts, too t G.lkative 
The plus, zero, and minus classifications of the 
r a tings shown on Table ~ were secured by finding the sum of 
plus, minus, or zero ratings assigned e a ch child and balancing 
off the tot als so that e a ch ch ild was given a plus, a zero, or 
a minus r a ting. Thus the Table s hould be read tha t of the 
non-promoted progress group 41 boys received a minus r a ting and 
14 g irls received a minus r a ting , 7 boys and 6 girls received 
a zero rating , and 10 boys and 14 g irls received a plus rating . 
These numbers were converted to percentages and should be read 
,40% of the non-promoted boys and 247; of the girls received a 
minus r at ing , 7% of the non-promot ed boys and 13% of the non-
promoted girls received a minus rating. 
The socially-promoted group received a s imilar rating 
on the table. Thus it should be read 37 boys and 44 girls in 
the socially-promoted gr oup received a plus r ating, 22 boys and 
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13 girls received a zero r a ting , and 31 boys and 23 gi rls re-
ceived a minus rating. These numbers also were converted 1 ~ 0 
percents to be read 21% of the boys and 25 .% of the girls in 
the socially-promoted group received a plus ra.ting., 13 %' of th> 
boys e..nd 9% of the girls received a zero r a.ting , and 18% of 
the boys and 13% of the girls received a minus rating. 
In comparing all non-promoted pupils with e~I" s ocially-
promoted pupils, recognition must be givento the fact tha t 
there are almost twice as many boys in the non-promoted group 
as g irls, whereas the boys and girls in the socially-promoted 
group are more evenly divided. This consideration is of the 
utmost importance because boys in general were rated less 
favorably than girls. It is for this reason that the progress 
groups were divided into boys and girls ·on the ratings so that 
comparisons between groups of the same sex could be made. 
Comparison of non-promoted boys and socially-promoted 
boys.- The findings in Table IX show that ten per cent of 
the non-promoted boys received a plus rating whereas,twenty-one 
per. cent of the socially-promoted boys received a plus rating; 
seven per cent of the non-promoted boys received a zero 
rating whereas, thirteen per eent of the socially-promoted boys 
received a zero rating; and forty per cent of the non-promoted 
boy.s received a minus rating whereas, eighteen per cent of the 
social ly-promoted boys received a minus r ating. 
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TABLE 9 
DISTRIBUTION OF BEHAVIOR RAT INGS GIVEN TO -NON-PROMOTED AND 
SOCIALLY-PROMOTED PUPILS BY TEACHERS 
Non-promoted Socially-Promoted 
Ratings Boys Gir].S Boys Girls 
No. Percent No. Percent . No. Percent No. Percent 
+ 10 10 14 13 37 21 44 25 
0 7 7 6 6 22 13 13 9 
-
41 40 25 24 31 18 23 13 
Significant at .001 level. 
1: 
il 
Comparison of non-promo t ed girls and socially-promoted 
girls.- The findings in Table IX sh ow that fh1rteen per cent 
of the non-promoted g irls received a plus r a ting where e.s, t wenty-
f ive per cent of the social ly-promot ed girls received a · pl us 
r a ting ; six per cent of the non-promoted girls received a zero 
r ating whereas, nine per cent of t h e social ly-promoted girls re-
ceived a zero r a ting ; and t wenty-f our per cent of the non-
promoted girls received a minus r a ting where as, thirteen per 
eent of t h e socially-promoted girl s receiYed a minus r a ting. 
Explanation of Tables.- Tabl e 9 shows how many boys and 
how man;.r girls received a 1-, a 0, or a - rating • . Table 10 shows 
the exact score of ea ch pupil as he was r ated by his te ~cher on 
the behavior r a ting scale. 
,:r"::j 
' ~ 
II 
Ra tings 
1?~18 
14-16 
11-13 
8-10 
5- 7 
2- 4 
-1 .f.l 
-4 -2 
-7 -5 
-8 -10 
-11 -13 
-14 -16 
-17 -18 
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TABLE 10 
BEHAVIOR RAT I NGS 
Non-nromoted Sum Socially~nromoted 
Boys Girls Boys Girls 
-
0 0 0 3 1 
1 0 1 2 9 
2 1 3 3 13 
0 2 2 4 10 
2 3 5 9 10 
1 9 10 10 12 
10 13 23 9 35 
8 10 18 14 8 
9 5 14 8 3 
6 5 11 5 2 
6 3 9 2 2 
3 2 5 3 1 
2 0 2 0 0 
Median r ating fo r the non-promoted equal -3. 
Median rating for the socially promoted equal +1. 
Sum 
4 
11 
16 
1·4 
19 
22 
44 
22 
11 
7 
4 
4 
0 
The investigators als o made a tally of the behavior 
r a tings with scores r anging from -l-18 to -18 as shown in the 
above Table. 
A brief survey of Table X shows that more non-promoted 
pupils received minus ratings than did their socially-promot ed 
classme. t es. More non-promoted boys received minus· ratings than 
did the non-promoted g irls. The socially-promoted group of 
boys and girls was more evenly distributed over the plus and 
minus ratings than was the non-promoted group of boys and girls. 
TreatiiJent of misbehavi_Q£.- The following discussion 
is based on interviews held by the investigators with children 
who had been non-promoted once or oftener dur ing their school 
careers. The pupils who h ad been retained appeared to less 
often conf orm with accepted s t andards. Thus, they were more 
likely to receive criticism, rep roof, and punishment than their 
re gularly-promoted and socially-promoted classma tes. 
The more common forms of misbehavior during school 
hours appea red to consist of whispering, daydreaming, inat t en-
tiveness, poking, tripping others as they walked down the aisle, 
and being occupied with little pursuits when supposed to be 
studying. These offenses frequently provoked reprimands from 
the teacher. If the child did not obey commands, it was likely 
that he would be kept af ter school. Any open defiance or imper-
tinent behavior was customarily dealt with by the vice-princi-
pal or principal depending upon which school the child was 
attending. In extreme cases, the r attan , ~as given by the 
tea cher with the principal as a witness. 
The teachers are aware of many of the underlying causes 
of the children's misbehavior, s uch as broken homes, lack of 
pa rental gu idance, and lack of interest in the child's sch ool 
work; but due to the large number of pupils in ea ch class and 
the impera tive need to maintain order within the classroom, they 
are unable to devote extra time to individual pupils. 
Summary.- In general, teachers assigned more unfavor-
able r atings to all non-promoted pupils than they did to the 
socially-promoted pupils, both as to behavior likely to be ex-
,hibited in relation to school work and behavior in relations 
with fellow classmates. 
I 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The scope of the study.- The study deals with character-
istics of the behavior, social adjustments, and attitudes of 
children who had been non-promoted one or more times during their 
school careers as compared with their socially promoted class-
mates. · Also involved in this investigation was the problem of 
appraising some of the advantages and disadvantages of non-
promotion and social-promotion in view of the similarities and 
differences noted between the progress groups, of the more 
obvious effectw of these practices, and of the opinions held by 
teachers and administrators regarding the values of grade 
failure or of social promotion .• 
I 
I 
I 
The population studied.- The 273 children, including 103 
non-promoted pupils and 170 socially-promoted pupils, whose 
cooperation provided the data for this study, were enrolled in 
fifteen classes of two elementary schools comprising one district 
in the Boston Public School System, Boston, Massachusetts. 
Three classes were chosen from each grade level, two through six. 
Grade one was not included bec8use of a change in policy which 
ha:s been explained in Chapter III. Other detailS ·; on their 
selection were given in Chapter III. 
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The procedures.- The procedures employed in the investiga-
tion and the statistical tre a tment of the data are described in 
detail in Chapter III. Briefly, the data were collected between 
the years 1954 and 1955 by the following me ans; interviews, 
general ob servat ions, sociometric tests, and behavior r a tings 
by the teachers. School records were also used during this in-
vestigation. 
The diffe rences between the s ocial ly-promoted a nd the 
non-promoted pupils.- A number of d i f ferences were found in the 
comparison between the children who had b een socia~ly-promoted 
a nd those who h ad f a iled one or mor e times. 
Pe rsonal cha r acteristics.- The non-promoted child ren 
were (1) invariably older, (2) gene r ally t aller, and (3) in many 
cases more mature physically t hen their socially-promoted class-
mates. These dif ferences a re of decided i mportance since 
1th roughout t h e study t h ey continuall y appe a.red as f a ctors which 
inf luenced children's choices of compan ions and t heir acceptance 
or rejection of their classma tes as f riends. 
Social adjustment.- Findings secured by means of socio-
metric te s ts disclosed, as might be expected, tha t children's 
choices of f riends were not ne a tly confined to a gr ade level. 
Further, ~ne typ ical pupil who h ad experienced grade failure as 
compared with his socially-promoted classmates was to a greater 
I 
extent more likely (1) t o indica te tha t his companions were in 
upper gr ades, (2 ) to wish to be in upper gr ades partly out of a 
'desire to be with friends, and ,(3) to be pointed out by his 
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classmates as one who associa tes with older children. Interview 
results disclosed, as has been found in e a rlier rese arch studies, 
that the children's choices of companions, apa rt from the factor 
or propinquity, were l ar gely influenced by a desire to be with 
10thers who were more like themselves as to age, size, interests, 
and degree of social matur ity. Furth er findings indicated that 
the non-promoted pupils did not consider their younger s ocially-
promoted classma tes a.s appropriate companions; nor did the non-
p romoted children, generally speaking, receive the social 
approval or acceptance of the regul arly-promoted and socie.lly-
p r omoted pupils. For example, the sociometric tests disclosed 
a cleavage between non-promoted and socially-promoted pupils' 
choices when they selected friends to be with, to sit with, and 
to study with. Children from both groups tended to select others 
of a similar promotion status. Interview resu~ts suggested 
1that the cleavage was l a rgely owing (1) to the differences in 
pe r sonal characteristics and interests between the non-promoaed 
pupils and t he ir socially-promoted classmates, (2) to the re-
ported l a ck of acqua int anceship between them, (3) to the f a ct 
that children often indicated classma tes of a different p romotion 
sta tus as identified with a different social group, and (4) to 
the less approved behavior of the non-promoted children. It was 
also noted by the investigators tha t feelings of dislike some-
times existed between socially-promoted and non-promoted pupils 
a s well as a lack of interest in becoming acquainted with e a ch 
ot her 
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Behavior.- Results obta ined from the te a chers 1 beh,g_vior 
ratings of the children disclosed significant differences be-
tween the non-promoted and t he socially-promoted pupils. Teachers 
r a ted the non-promoted children less favorably than their socially-
promoted classmates as shown by 'rab l es IX e.nd X in Chapter IV. 
Since boys were r a ted les s f avorably t h an g irls, the decided 
'differences between the progress groups might be assumed to be 
,partly owing to the fact that there was a higher proportion of 
boys among the non-promoted pro gress group than among the 
I 
I 
socially-promoted progress group. However, when comparisons 
were made between non-promoted and socially-promoted groups of 
the s ame sex the findings indicated that there were significent 
differences between them. 
On behaviors presumably exhibited when classmates assoc-
iated with one another, the r a tings of teachers suggested tha t 
the repe a ters often exhibited antisocial behavior in the company 
of their regul arly-promoted and s ocially-promoted clas s ma.tes. 
For example, significantly more non-promoted than socially-
promoted ·boys received r a tings as being unf riendly and as cruel 
and. bullying to others. Further, the boys who had been retained 
were mentioned in interviews by ch i l dren more often as being 
unhappy and grouchy, quarrelsome and dis agree able, rude and 1m-
1polite, inconsiderate, selfish, and boastful. Also as shown in 
, Chapter IV, the s e child ren received more mentions than the 
s ocially-promoted boys as pupils who acted older and who assoc-
i a ted with others from upper gr ades. 
- - --- --.....=:...--.--=---~---
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On the other h and, al though the girls who had been non-
promoted were seldom named on unfa.vorable behavior descriptions, 
neither were they mentioned f avorably. In fact, classmates 
mentioned them only about one half as frequently &S socially-
p romoted girls, as being well-liked and known by others in the 
class, whereas they were mentioned t wice as often as a cting older 
and associating with pupils from g r ades above their own. 
According to their te achers, the children who had e x-
perienced grade failure exhibited more behavior of the sort like-
ly to be troublesome and aggravating during school hours ths.n 
did their regularly-promoted and socially-promoted classmates of 
the same sex. For example, te a chers regs.rded the non-promoted 
girls as reliably more inclined to be inattentive, to da.ydream, 
to be talkative, to interrupt during recitations, and to be 
e asily discourages in their a cB.demic work. They also considered 
them as definitely more unsportsmanlike, suspicious, distrustful, 
sensitive, easily hurt, emotionally unst able, suggestible, and 
ea.s ily led than socially-promoted girls. 
As for the non-promoted boys, they received r a tings as a 
group which indicated that they were frequently uncoopera tive, 
impertinent, defiant, less friendly, and disagreeable than the 
regularly-promoted and non-promoted boys. 
Observations disclosed that teachers, did not to any 
substantial degree, t a Jce account of the pressures and underlying 
causes which contributed to the misbehavior of children. Rather, 
such behavior was largely met (1) by cal l ing the pupil's 
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attention to his shortcomings, (2) by private lectures, (3) 
retaining children after school hours, and (4) by corporal 
I 
by 
I 
II 
punishment in extreme cases. ThA,t non-promoted boys were more 
often subject to s.uch treatment is suggested by the unfavorab]e 
I 
behavior r~tings they received. 
From such evidence as reported in the observations pre-
sented in Chapter IV, it appeared that the size and the more 
mature social interests of the repeaters, and especially of 
those ~Jho had been non-promoted two or three times, were 
likely to make their beha.vior in the company of younger and 
I 
smaller classmates more noticeable. Furthermore, impressions 
gained during the course of the study suggested that the be- il 
I I havior of the repeaters when with others of their own age, was 
not as unsocial or as conspicuous. 
Conclusions.- The findings indicate that 
contributed to bring about a situation in which 
,, 
II 
non-promo t ion
1
l 
the differences 
between the socially-promoted children and their non-promoted 
classmRtes constituted a barrier to good social relatione. It 
was found that non-promotion, in effect, placed the non-prom~~ed 
children with classmates who for. the most part were (1) smaller, 
(2) younger, and (3) physically less mature. In addition, 
differences in interests, behavior, and likes and dislikes 
were noted between them. These dissimilarities contributed 
to bring about a cleavage between the progress groups when t~ey 
selected friends from their own classes. 
The findings also show that repeaters in many instances 
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were cut off from associating during school hours with their 
preferred companions from upper g rades who were more like them-
selves in many respects. In short, gr ade placement of many who 
had been non-promoted once or more often did not seem to consti-
tute the optimum social environment. 
According to teachers, less commendable behavior charact-
eristics were associated to a significantly greater extent with 
the non-promoted pupils. Many of the traits were of a sort which 
denoted unfavorable reactions towa rci school and school work and 
others suggested that antisocial behavior was exhibited when the 
repeaters were in the company of their younger socially-promoted 
classmates. Unquestionabl~ , many of the non-promoted children 
exhibited undesirable traits before non-promotion, but as far 
a s the evidence goes, there was little indic~tion that their be-
havior had improved appreciably after grade failure, and in a 
few cases, teachers volunteered information which suggested it 
was growing worse. Moreover, the kinds of disciplinary treatment 
which were directed against the more disturbing form of behavior, 
and the neglect of those which were of a less disturbing nature 
but which may be assumed to be highly important in children's 
social relations, were not likely to bring about desirable changes. 
The differences between the progress groups as to attitudes 
and feelings disclosed that the general outlook of the non-promo-
ted pupils toward school and school life was not as favorable 
or as indicative of a happy adjustment as that of their socially-
promoted_ cl assma tes. Many of them wished to quit school, and ··· 
- -- :.......=::c..==--== 
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many were easily discouraged or considerably worr ied about their 
future school progress. 
Implications.- In general, the results of this study 
showed that non-promoted children were less f avorably adjusted 
socially in their cl ass groups than were their socially-promoted 
classmates. Moreover, they exhibited behavior and attitudes 
which left much to be desired and 'i.!.rhich indica ted tha t for most 
of them school life was not a happy one. The modern school 
aims to p romote the all-round development of the child-physical, 
social, emotione~, and intellectual. This presents a problem as 
f a r as .repe a ters are concerned: On the one h and, they are not up 
to gr ade s t a.ndard academically and_ therefore are not p romoted; 
on the other hand, associated with their non-promotion are dis-
loca tions in personal and social adjustment. 
According to a compilation of earlier rese a rch studies, 
non-promotion does not materially help the average child in his 
academic progress. In fact, the ma ,jority of repe aters h ave been 
found to show no improvement and in many cases they actually do 
worse after non-promotion. The present s tudy shows tha t a con-
s iderable proportion of the non-promoted children p referred to 
as sociate with companions in upper gr ades. To a l a rge extent 
they did not consider their younger, socially-promoted class-
mates as appropriate companions nor did t hey, generally speaking, 
receive social approval or acceptance f rom them. Moreover, ac-
cording to teachers and pupils they exhibit ed feelings of discour-
agement and f a ilure, a dislike for school and school activitie~ 
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and antisocial behavior toward their clas s mates. They were als·o 
subject to reproach and criticism from teachers and pa rents, 
and in ma,ny instances to the ridicule of their younger class-
ma tes. This picture does not hold true similarly for all non-
promoted ch ildren, but it represents the general trend. One ex-
cept ion vihich might be noted would be the non-promotion of im-
mature children in Grade I. There is need for further study 
alo ng that line of thought. 
This investigation is by no means conclusive, but it 
tends to show tha t non-promotion is not the answer to the p rob-
lem f acing educa tors since a pra c t ice intended to promote growth 
and adjustment in one area to the neglect and detriment of other 
aspects of development is out of keeping with the broader pur-
·poses of elementary education. 
\ .. 
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